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SUMMARY. 



The dean expresses great concern at the bishop's charge of 
ealiitnoy ; tkkes comfort from the reasons given for the charge ; 
mpeats the passage on which this charge was fixed ; shows, 
1. that the instance was proper, and gives his lordship's own 
aecoant of the oooasion of his assertion : this stated to be an 
iflstsnce of those extreihes into which the bishop often runs 
through opposition : 2. that the words quoted are his lordship's 
own words: 9» that as they make an intire proposition of 
themselves, so do they contain truly the Whole of what he 
asserts, exclusive of his reasons for it : 4. that there is nothing 
left out that can alter the proposition. The interpretation 
giten by the bishop to his own words transcribed : the point 
on which his defence turns shown to be v^ongly taken. He 
that says, the example of Christ is very fit to be proposed to 
slaves says what is very true ; but he that says, it is more 
peculiarly fit to be urged to slaves than subjects, says what 
will appear to be very false and shocking to a Christian : 
this point enlarged on and explained. Enough has been said 
td justify the fairness of the dean's quotation; but the bishop 
has more complaints ; is very angry with the dean for saying 
that his assertion will make the ears of a Christian tingle; 
The dean goes on to show that the assertion is as bad as those 
words of his represent it to be. He first shows what the 
assertion amounts to, by giving the bishop's eJtpli<3ation of 
the teims slaves and subjects. Th6 propositloki which his 
lordship had to answer was, thftt the ei^ample of Cbdst is iQore 
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peculiarly fit to be recommended to subjects considered as such, 
than to slaves. He undertakes to maintain the yery contrary* 
This assertion is declared by the dean to be shocking to a 
Christian, as being dishonorable to our Saviour. The bishopV 
reasons for his assertion, viz. that the New Testament repre- 
sents the humiliation and low estate of Christ by the condition 
of slaves, are equally bad and dishonorable to our < Saviour. 
His reasons taken in order. First, that which is founded on 
St. Peter's expressly proposing the example of our blessed 
Lord to slaves: this refuted at length. Secondly, that in 
mentioning and handling the duties of civil subjects, neither 
St. Peter nor any other Apostle ever once proposes the 
example of Christ's passive submission and non-resistance. 
This allowed ; but if the example of Christ was not proposed 
to subjects as such, it will not aid his lordship's assertion. 
Thirdly, that the New Testament itself represents the humili- 
ation and low estate of Christ in this world, by the condition 
of slaves, &c, : this shown to be false from St. John xiii. 3. 
4. 13. 14. 16. ; from St. Matt. xx. 27. 28. ; from Phil. iii. 10. 
It is shown that neither Christ's sufferings, nor his trial, nor 
his birth and lineage, represent the condition of a slave* 
Fourthly, that our Lord voluntarily put himself into that low 
and oppressed condition, accounting it not his infamy, but his 
glory; and that St. Paul particularly makes it his great 
reward. The celebrated passage of St. Paul, Phil. ii. 6-10. 
commented on, and shown not to favor the bishop's assertion* 
After a careful consideration of this matter, the dean still con- 
siders his lordship's proposition as very shocking, and destitute 
of all support. The state and condition of our blessed Lord 
still farther considered. Before he dismisses this subject, the 
dean notices the author of a letter in the Flying Post, Jan. 18, 
who taxes his re(Hresentation of the bishop as hard and cruel. 
This charge refuted by a farther consideration <^ his lordship's 
proposition* Examples given of the extremes into which the 
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bishop ruDs through opposition. Instance of a calumnious 
charge made by the bishop against the dean^ as haying acted in 
Conyocaiion for the purpose of maintaining some priyate trust 
reposed in him : this charge indignantly repelled. Conclusion. 
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THE CONDITION 

AND EXAMPLE OF OUR BLESSED SAVIOUR VINDICATED: 
IN ANSWER TO THE BISHOP OF BANGOR^S CHARGE OF 
CALUMNY AGAINST THE DEAN OF CHICHESTER. 

Should I pretend to say that I received his lordship's de- 
nunciation in the newspaper of a Charge of Calumny without 
concern y I should deny the truth; for though I well knew that 
I had given no just occasion for so foul an imputation, yet I 
knew also that his lordship's kind endeavors to blacken my re- 
putation would not be altogether ineffectual. 

Indeed I was much affected with it, and am so still ; though 
his lordship's declaration of the reasons of his Charge have af- 
forded me a great deal of comfort ; and I rejoice to find that the 
ground of all the bad things his lordship has to say of me is, 
that I quoted a passage out of a book of his, and showed how 
much I disliked it ; which it seems had been quiet and un- 
molested for seven years.* 

Calumny, reproach, noise, dirt, scandal, defamation, and 
the like words, require more art to range them decently in con- 
troversy than I am master of ; and therefore I never intend to 
make use of them to any person, much less to his lordship ; and 
instead of returning any such words, I shall content myself with 
showing that I did not deserve any such. 

At the close of the Vindication, &c. I observed that his 
lordship had endeavored to write down (or to diminish, as I 
likewise express it) the religion of oaths ; and for this only rea- 
son, because it stood in his way. I go on to say, f a reason 
which has often carried his lordship into great extremes." Of 
this I give an instance in these words. 

* Answer to a Calumny, p. 9. 
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I ramefliber mce, whm he was urged (in a dnpute about 
gorehnneiity with the ezaniple of our bleaeed Savioar'ft sufferings 
as applied by St. Peter, he Biade no acruj^e to affirm * tlmt the 
example of our >Lord is flmch more peouUarly fit to be urged ta 
9la?es — than to subjects ; '* a doctrine which will make the ears 
of a ChristiaB' tingle, and ou^t to make him read with caution 
a writer so fond of his own notiona as to take such steps to de-* 
fend them." 

On these words his lordship fixes his chaige of calumny. 
Now if it dwU appear that this is a proper instance of ttw thing: 
charged, on the bishop ; that the words quoted from his lordship 
are his own words, and make an intire assertion or proposition 
of themselves, and make the whole of his assertion ; that no- 
thing is 1^ out that can alter the assertion, or make it other 
than it appears to be ; then I Impe the world will acquit me of 
die chaise of calumny ; and I trust the warmth of any ex|Npes*- 
sion used on this occasion may be excused by the nature of the 
proposition I had under consideration » and the dishonor done 
by it to our blessed Ldrd and Master. 

I will show the reader then : 

1. That the instance was proper. I shaU gir^. his lord- 
ship's own account of the occasion of his assertions. His words 
are these: 

'* The occasion of it was this. Thiswgument fipom St* PeterV 
exhorting slaves to be subject to their masters, * not only to the 
kind but to the froward/ was urged as imfdying in it ^ duty 
of subjects wi^ respect to their dvil rights ; and the exampk 
of our blessed Saviour being by St. Peter proposed to slaves, it- 
was declared that this example of Christ belongs nxMre, or is 
more peculiarly fit to be ui^ed, to subjects than to slaves, in 
order to press the duty of passive obedience on them. Answer 
to Dr: Atterbury, p^ 54. After many pther considerations, I 
add, particularly in answer to this latter allegation, the follow- 
ing passage," p. 64. 65. 66. 

His lordship here says that after many other considerations 
be added the following passage ; that is, the passage which 
contains the proposition! quoted, and hisl(Nrdship's proofs of it. 

* Answer to Dr. Atterbury, p. 66. 
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This is in truth the case : his lordship had answered that ** the 
example (of Christ) is yery proper to be recommended to su- 
periors as well as inferiors^ to kings and masters as well as to 
subjects andslayes;'' and that ** the manner, and not the mat- 
ter, of our suffering is to be taken from the example of our 
Lord ;'' that is, that the example of our Lord's sufferings is 
proper for all Christians in their several trials and afflictions ; 
that it belongs to them as Christians, and not as considered 
under the relations of king and subject, of master and servant ; 
and consequently that the example of Christ cannot be urged 
to limit or adjust the rights flowing from such relations. Thus 
his lordship had answered ; and had his lordship stopped here, 
he would have given no offence : but not content with this, be 
presses on, and in the true spirit of opposition asserts the very 
contrary (though he had no occasion so to do) to what was ob- 
jected to him, and affirms, *^ it is so far from being true that 
his example was more peculiarly fit to be recommended to sub- 
jects, considered as such, than to slaves, that I think the very 
contrary to be evident.'^ And after producing some4>f his rea- 
sons which moved him so to think, he says, I cannot forbear (I 
am sorry he could not) making the two following observations : 
the second of which observations is in these very words ; • '^ and 
likewise that the example of our Lord is much more peculiarly 
fit to be urged to slaves, by whose condition he is pleased 
frequently to describe his own low estate, than to subjects, 
whose condition is never used to that purpose, and whom he is 
never said to personate in his lowest and most oppressed con- 
dition." 

I have stated the case, as I truly think, with all fairness ; 
and I desire the reader to judge whether this be not an instance 
of his lordship's running into extremes out of opposition ? Can 
any one think that if his lordship had been considering the ex- 
ample of Christ's sufferings, without an objection drawn from 
it against his own doctrine, that he could possibly have come to 
say, ** that Christ's example is much more peculiarly fit to be 
urged to slaves — than to subjects ?" For my own part I do 
not believe this of his lordship ; and as I placed it at first to 
the account of the extreme opposition to his adversary, so do I 
still place it to the same account ; and it is therefore, as I con- 
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ceire, a proper instance^ and comes up fully to the point for 
which it is mentioned, 

2. That the words quoted by me are his lordship's own 
words. This is not denied. 

3. That as they make an intire assertion or proposition of 
themselves, so do they contain truly the whole of what he as- 
serts, exclusive of his reasons for it. The proposition which 
his lordship was to confute, as expressed by himself, was 
this ; ** that the example of Christ was more peculiarly 
fit to be recommended to subjects, considered as such, dian to 
slaves ;" and he says that he *' thinks the very contrary to be 
evident." The contrary proposition then was what his lordship 
was to maintain, and that is fully expressed in the words by 
me quoted ; and the words which I omitted make no part of 

. the contrary proposition. From whence it is plain that I have 
^ven the intire assertion and proposition which his lordship 
professed to maintain, and intirely in his own words, without 
adding to or substracting from the proposition which he under- 
took to justify ; that proposition which his lordship laid down 
at the beginning of paragraph 10, (and is now transcribe into 
his answer,) and which he labors to maintain to the end of that 
long paragraph. 

4. There is nothing left out (in my quotation) that can alter 
the assertion, or make it other than it appears to be. 

The words left out in my quotation contain the reasons 
given by his lordship for the assertipn. A reason brought to 
support a proposition cannot alter the nature of the proposition, 
or make it other than it is in itself ; and therefore his lordship 
must not say that the proposition quoted in his own words is 
not his proposition, because I did not quote his reasons in sup- 
port of it. The proposition is the same, and expresses the same 
thing, whether the reasons be added or not added. I never 
before heard that there was any calumny in quoting or report- 
ing a man's principles or assertions, though you did not at the 
same time report his reasons for them. Indeed the reasons 
which his lordship himself has now produced to the world, are 
so far from satisfying -even himself, that he seems not willing to 
rest the cause on them, but has given such an interpretation of 
his words quoted by me, as is inconsistent with the commoti 
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use of langui^^ aii4 witb comiaoQ sense. I wil} insert ik^ pefa^ 
graph intire where his lordship comes to the pinch of the ease. . 

** X hope it is pot too shocking to the ears of a Christian 
dean to affirm that the example of Christ is very fit to be pro- 
ppsed to slaTeSy in order to engage them to bear the npavoid- 
able evils of their unhappy coalition with patience and vesigna- 
tion ; bepftuse the Apostles theqiselves have done this. And I 
beg to know the great difference between saying that this is fit 
and proper in the positive degree ; and saying, in the compa- 
rative, that this is more peculiarly fit than to propose it |p eivil 
subjects, considered as such.*' 

His lordship's defence here turns on ibis, that there is no 
great difierence between saying positively, that the example of 
Christ is fit and proper to be proposed to slaves ; and s^^ying, 
by way of comparison, that it is (n^uch) inore peculiarly fit to 
be urged to slayes than to subjects. £[is lordship can see no 
great difference, and I profess I can^ see v^ry little similitude 
between the tw9 a8sertion.s. Qe that says^ * it is very fit to 
be pxoposed tq. slaves,' says what is very true; but he th^t 
says, < it is miieh qiore peculii^rly fit to be urged to slaves than 
subjects,' says what vnll appear lo be very false, and I must 
still say, very shocking to a Christian. The example of Christ 
Y^as not purposed to or fitted for any one sort of men more than 
another ; bqt it is recommended to all as Christians : it was as 
proper to be urged to King Charles the First in his days of dis- 
tress, as ever it> was to the meanest slave in the Roman e^i-; 
pire; for though, as his lordship observes, our Saviour ap- 
peared in a low and afflicted condition, yet he descended from 
the highest and most glorious state ; and consequently, l^is ex- 
ample is equally fit for the highest of the sons of men in their 
afBiction, and for the lowest. How comes his lordship then to 
affirm that it is much more peculiarly fit ta be urged to 
slaves than subjects. Is not the bishop sensible this cannot be 
defended, when he tells us there is no great difference between 
this assertion, and saying that the example of Christ is fit to 
be proposed tp slaves? I desire his lordship would try these 
two wayf of speaking in any other ca8e> and see whether they 
amount tOr one and the same thing. Let us try them in a case 
ia whicl^ his lordship is concerned. He tells us often that every 
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Christian has a right to interpret the Scriptufe. Suj^iofie then 
that I ehoald teU.his lordbhip that it ia his sense, that it is fit 
and proper for the weakest men to interpret Scripture; he 
would perhaps allow the consequence ; hut should I tell Mm 
that he appears to me to affirm that it is much moie peculiarly 
fit for the weakest men to interpret Scripture tiian for ^e 
wisest and most learned, I am afraid he would complain of 
very ill usage ; and yet why should he, if there he no great 
difference between ^ese two forms of expression ? It is plain 
then, that however his lordship in his anger charges me with 
oalumny for quoting his words ; yet he himself, after all he 
ocm say for lliem, is not williog to abide by them, and would 
have the reader believe that there is no great difference between: 
saying, ** that the example of Christ is fit to be proposed to: 
slaves ;" and, '* that it is much more peciUiarly fit to be urged 
to slaves— ^tlian to subjects." He that says it is fit for slaves,' 
may say also it is equally fit for subjects ; but he that says it is 
peculiarly fit for slaves, does imply that there is some degree of 
unfitoessia it with respect to subjects. And what can I do in 
this case, but appe&l to the common sense <^ mankiiid ? I am 
willing to put the cause on this issue, on which his lordship has 
put it : if there appears no great difference between the two 
assertions, then am I to be charged ; but, in truth, rather with 
want of seiise than wilh the guilt of calumny. But if these two 
expressions do greatly differ, then let others judge what his 
lorddiip ks guilty of ib charging me with calumny for reminding 
lum of his own words ; words which he has too much sense to 
€tefend, and too little ingenuity to retract. 

What his lordship confesses, that he has afbrmed, '* that our 
blessed Lord's example is more peculiarly fit to be proposed to 
the low, poor, and distressed part of mankind, than to the for- 
tunate and rich," may be true ; and yet it will be very wrong 
and shocking in auy one to a£Brm that the example of Christ is 
much more pecuUftrly fit to be urged to a beggar than to a gen- 
^man. But in truth this confession of his lordship appears* 
to me to be a mere- feUacy : if he means that an example of 
patient suffering is more fit to be urged to those who do suffer 
than to those who do not, he speaks a great truth, but nothing 
to the present purpose. If he means that our Lord's example 
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is more proper to the poor in their sufferings than to the rich in 
their sufferings, he speaks to his purpose indeed, hut the assertion 
is what every Christian must reject. So when he says, " this is 
more peculiarly fit to be proposed to persons in a low condition/' 
he imposes on his reader ; for the greatest persons may be in a low 
condition as well as the meanest : he ought to have said, not tn, but 
ofn, low condition ; and then the assertion would have been fairly 
to his purpose, but false in itself; for the example of Christ is 
fit for persons of all conditions, and equally fit for kings, sub- 
jects, and slaves, when they suffer wrongfully . For with respect 
to slaves themselves, when they are kindly used by their 
masters, and treated with equity and humanity, and suffer no- 
thing by ill usage whilst they do their duty, so long the example 
of Christ's sufferings is not peculiarly fit for their condition ; 
and when they do suffer wrongfully, the example belongs to 
them not as slaves, but as Christians suffering for righteous- 
ess saKe. 

As to what his lordship says of his having in his answer to 
Dr. Atterbury explained the example of Christ in a proper 
manner, I never said he had not ; nor do I now say it. But 
this I have said, and this I still say, that not content to ex- 
plain it properly and justly, he was carried in the heat of his 
opposition to a great extreme, and could not leave the cause 
when he had made, as he says, a proper answer, but would 
go on till he came to the very contrary (to use his own words) 
to what had been objected to him. And because it had been 
said that the example of Christ- (as his lordship represents his 
adversary's words, which I have not before me) belongs more to 
subjects than to slaves, therefore his lordship would not leave 
the argument until he had affirmed, '* that the example of 
Christ is much more peculiarly fit to be urged to slaves than 
to subjects." And this, I think, was being carried into a very 
great extreme. 

I do not pretend here to consider the argument of his lord- 
ship's learned adversary, or the reasons given by him for the 
support of his opinion : I take the whole on the bishop's own 
representation of the case, and find enough to justify what I 
said^ that he was carried into great extremes through oppo- 
sition. 
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I presume I hare said enough to justify the fSurness of my 
quotation ; but his lordship has more complaints, and is very 
angry with me for saying that his assertion will make the ears . 
of a Christian tingle. To do justice therefore to myself against 
his lordship's violent recrimination, I will go on to show that 
his assertion is as bad as those words of mine represent it 
to be, and that he has neiiher Scripture nor reason to support 
him in it. 

And, first, I will show the reader what the assertion amounts 
to> by giving his lordship's explication of the terms of his pro- 
position. By slaves then he means slaves properly so called ;* 
that is, such as are bought in the market, or taken captive.f 
By subjects, he means such as have civil rights and properties, 
and are not bound by the mere will of their kings; as slaves 
are, who are bought and sold in the market. I suppose I need 
not refer to any particular passages to prove this to be his sense 
of the word subject. 

The proposition which his lordship had to answer was, ac- 
cording to his own account,! this. The example of Christ ^' is 
more peculiarly fit to be recommended to subjects, considered 
as such, than to slaves.^' He undertakes to maintain the very 
contrary to be true : the proposition then which he affirms is 
this : *' that the example of our Lord is much more peculiarly 
fit to be urged to slaves (considered as such) than to subjects 
considered as such :" that is, the example of our Lord is much 
more fit for such as are bought and sold in markets, than 
for such as have civil rights and properties. This assertion is 
very shocking to a Christian, as being highly dishonorable to 
our blessed Saviour. And one of the bishop's reasons for this 
assertion, namely, ** that the New Testament — ^represents the 
humiliation and low estate of Christ — ^by the condition of 
slaves ;" that is, of such slaves as are bought and sold in the 
market, is equally bad, equally dishonorable to our blessed 
Saviour, as will soon appear. 

But to take his reasons for his assertion in their order, as 
they are now set forth in his answer. The first is, ** that St« 

* Answer to Dr. Atterbury, p. 55. 59. t Ibid. p. 54. 59. 

t Page 64. 
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Peter expressly proposes the exani|de of our Uessed Lord to 
elaves."* To which I aBfln?rer, that this may be true, and yet 
nothing to his lordship's purpoee : for it is one thing expresriy to 
propose the example of Cfajrist to slaves, and another to pro« 
pose it as much more peculiarly fit for siav^ than for subjeoto. 
Should a pbyaiciaa exjnressly prescribe the Jesuits' bark for a 
senrant who has an ague, would his lordship infer that Jesuits' 
bark is much more peculiarly fit for a servant's ague than for a 
master's ? I think he would not ; and therefore what he saya of 
the example as proposed by St. Peter comes not near his point* 

Besides, St. Peter does not speak of staves peculiarly in his 
lordship's seme of the wcnrd, but of domestics of all sorts ; he 
calls them not iovkat,. but «jx^af ; not shtyes, but domestics ; 
though he had jnsik before used the word iouK^s, dedbring 
CluristiaBs of all ranka to be iovXoi Qcov, serv&mU 9f God: and 
hB calls the masters, not tcwpuH, but b€air6mtt Uiat iaolico&effirdrai, 
masters of familjes. If his lordship had conaulted only Ste- 
phens' Thesaunis^ he would have found that ohirai are not 
peculiarly slaves^ but according to Heaychius, oi Kara rttvohop 
T&vres ; according to Suklas, oh ftovov ol depdxovres, HXXk mi 
wdvres oi Kara rify olxiav : not onfy servants, but all that hehmg 
i0 tkefamihf .* that an old grammarian quoted by Eustat. says, 
eitKiras voeatos fuisse nan sohum rovt kut* Aypevs hwovpyo^s, not 
only slaves tied to hard labor in the country, sed etiam rovt iv 
oUlats eX€v0^povr, but also the freemen belonging to the family. 
And under the word ohevs he would have seen this account 
of the word from Eustat. oUiraiy oi Kara rifv oiiciav iiarplfiovres, 
K$y elev eXt^epoti such as belong to thefamify though they 
are free. 

1. He that consid^s this account of the word; will, I believe, 
see sufficient reason why the example proposed by St. Peter 
ought not to be confined to slaves properly so called. And 
had St. Peter used the word hotikosy I shall show that even that 
word could not reasonably have beeu confined to such slaves. 
For ought then that appears to the contrary, St. Peter did not 
peculiarly speak to slavea in the sense in which his lordship 
understands the word. 

* Answer to Calumny, p. 13. 
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% But suppose |i0 drd wj^^k to such slaTes ; yet it w eertfun 
that he does fiat ppopoee tbe example of Ckrist to them aa pe^ 
Quliarly fit for them opoftidered aa slaves. He thus eshorto 
tbeods ^ servants, be subject to your masters with all fear, not 
only to the good md gentle, but also to the froward.' At verse 
lUi he gives them a reason why they should so do ; but evea 
^is reason is general, and not peculiarly fit ior daves. His 
words are : * For this is thank-tworthy, (el n$) if ani/i man <not, 
if any slave) for oonsoieBpe toward 6od endure grief, suffering 
wrongfully :* aod that it is suffering wrongfully while they do 
well, and not merely as slaves, that is the acceptable thing to 
God, the next verse shows. And when he comes, at verse 21. 
to propose the exaiaple of Christ, the reasons he gives why the 
eiiainple of Christ should be followed, are suoh as affeot alt 
9^n equally, aod have nothing in them peculiar to slaves: 
'for even hereunto are ye called :' that is, to suffer patiently, 
n^eu it shall be your lot, in well-doing, which is a reason to 
<dl Christians; for St. Paul, speaking, not to slaves, but to the 
servants of Jesus Christ at Philijppi with the bishops and dea-^ 
ooQs, telh them, < unto you it b giveii on the behalf of Christ, 
not only to believe on him, hut also to suffer for his sake :' i! 
$9. St Peter goes qn : * because Christ also suffered for usi.' 
If this be a good reason lor imitating his example, it is good to 
all ; for Christ suffered not for slaves peculiarly, but for all 
the sons of i|nen ; and in like manner the argument goea ea 
on general topics to the end of the chapter ; and the last verse 
shows how St. Peter applied the examfde, and under what 
character he considered those to whom he applied it; for titus 
he speaks to them, ' for ye were as sheep going astray, but 
iiow are returned unto the shepherd and bishop of your aqub.' 
Kow then ye who were gon^ astray, &c« were not peculiarly 
ialaves, but include the Christians of all sorts, whether subjects 
or slaves. But if his lordship's reason be good, St. Peter's 
argument must stand thus : * this is thank-worthy, if a man 
(that is, a slave) for conscience toward God endure grief: for 
w]^at glory is it, if, when ye be buffetied for your faults, ye 
(slaves) take it patiently ; but if, when ye do well and suffer 
Cor it, ye (slaves) l^ke it patiently, this is acceptable to God ; 
for even hereunto were ye (slaves peculiarly) called, because 
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Christ also suffered for us ;' (slaves peculiarly,) verse 21 . * Who 
his ownself bare our sins in his own body on the tree ; that we 
(slayes)beingdead to sin, should live unto righteousness: by 
whose stripes ye (slaves) were healed :' verse 24. ^ for ye (slaves 
peculiarly) were as sheep going astray ; but are now returned 
unto the shepherd and bishop of your souls.' So that if the 
example of Christ be peculiarly here applied to slaves, it must 
be because he is peculiarly bishop of the souls of slaves. 

Thus you see what extravagant absurdities follow from sup- 
posing St. Peter to recommend the example of Christ as pe- 
culiarly fit for slaves. 

3. In the following chapter, St. Peter, after considering the 
duty of wives to their husbands, and of husbands to wives, at 
verse 8. speaks to all sorts of Christians in general : * finally 
be ye all of one mind, having compassion one of another*— not 
rendering evil for evil, or railing for railing ; but contrariwise 
blessing :' verse 9. In the following verses he proposes to them 
the advantages that such gentle behavior will yield even in this 
life ; and at verse 14. tells them, * but and if ye suffer for 
righteousness' sake, happy are ye :' and at the 18th verse he 
proposes to all the example of Christ, * for Christ also hath 
once suffered, the just for the unjust.' At chap. iv. verse 1. 
he again makes a general application of the example to all 
Christians : * forasmuch then as Christ hath suffered for us in 
the flesh, arm yourselves likewise with the same mind.' Now 
he that proposed the example of Christ's sufferings to all sorts 
of Christians in this manner, could not possibly propose it as 
much more peculiarly fit for slaves than for subjects. 

His lordship's second reason for his assertion is in these 
words, ** that in mentioning and handling the duty of subjects, 
considered as civil subjects, neither he (St. Peter) nor any 
other Apostle ever once proposes the example of Christ's pas- 
sive submission and non-resistance."* 

Allowing this to be true, yet I cannot see what his lordship 
gets by it : if the example of Christ was not proposed to sub- 
jects as such, will it follow that it is much more peculiarly fit 
for slaves than for subjects ? If it is not peculiarly fit for sub- 
jects, must it needs therefore be peculiarly fit for slaves ? So 

* Page 13. Answer to a Calumny. 



MISCELLANEOUS TRACTS. 17 

that his lordship's assertion is neither proved nor qualified in 
any degree by liiis observation, supposing it to be intirely right. 
But in truth, the example of Christ's sufferings is proposed just 
as much to subjects considered as such as it is to slaves considered 
as such. His lordship (here) lays very great stress on this ; 
that the example of Christ is by St. Peter connected immedi- 
ately to the case of slaves, which can signify little to his cause ;: 
since all the reasons given by St. Peter to inforce the example > 
are such as equally concern all, whether slaves or not; and in 
the very next chapter the example is expressly proposed to all. 
It had been most certainly a very invidious thing for tlie 
Apostles directly to have said that governors would be in-* 
jurious to their subjects, and might have drawn on Christians 
the indignation and wrath of the powers of the world : for this 
reason St. Peter seems purposely to avoid (as St. Paul does 
likewise) putting the case of unjust princes, and does with great 
address put the case of hard and ill usage with respect to 
masters, which is immediately subjoined to what he says to 
subjects ; and then proposes the example of Christ, and urges 
it with such reasons as he knew would reach every Christian's 
ease suffering wrongfully, whether it were under the oppression 
of a prince or of a master. I am the more inclined to think 
that this was reaUy his design, from observing how St. Peter 
conducts himself in speaking to Christian subjects, chapters ii. 
and iii. Having largely treated of the duty of subjects from 
verse 13. to 17. inclusively, he throws in the case of servants 
and hard masters in one single verse, and goes immediately 
within a verse or two to the example of Christ, and urges it to 
the end of the chapter, on reasons common to all sorts of 
Christians ; which makes it probable that he chose to speak of 
servants in this place on purpose that he might propose the 
case of unjust suffering, and yet without expressly applying 
to magistrates so as to give offence. This I say is probable, 
especially considering that in the third chapter he speaks ex- 
pressly to all sorts of Christians, and puts the case of their 
isuffering for righteousness' sake ; but then having mentioned 
their suffering wrongfully, he industriously avoids mentioning 
of magistrates at the same time ; and when he exhorts Chris- 
tians not to fear those who might so evilly intreat them, he 



18 SHSRLOCK. 

names no person, but giyed a relative without an antecedent, 
rather than he -would name oiyil governors ; ' But and if (say« 
he) ye suffer for righteousness'sake, happy are ye :' riv M 
^t6fioy airr&v /ii^ fofirfiflrv Vand be not afraid of Uieir terror/ 
Of whose terror ? Look back, and you will find no persons 
mentioned to whom the word their can refer ; and the Apoatie 
seems to me on purpose to suppress the mention of them, that 
he might not offend ; for that he had the civil powers in his eye 
is pretty plain from chap. iv. 15. * But let none of you suffer as 
a murderer, or as a thief, or as an evil doer, or as a busy body 
in other men's affairs,' ia$ aWorpiotfthKoiros, as a spy, or'pryer 
into matters in which he is not concerned ; and the word as 
properly signifies meddlers in politics as in private affairs. Now 
pray consider under what power and from what hands do men 
suffer as murderers, as thieves, <&c. Private men do not punirii 
for robbery or murder, but magistrates do ; can it then be sup« 
posed that St. Peter had not magistrates in his view when he 
said tbis ? He adds in the next verse, ^ yet if any man suffer as 
a Christian, let him not be ashamed.' To suffer as a ChristiaQ 
is to suffer for being ;» Christian, and for rejecting and despi^ 
ing the common and ]»olessed idolatry; and punishment on 
this account waa not administered by private perstmsj but by 
magistrates ; and therefore St, Peter, speaking of the suffer- 
ings of Christians, chapters iiu and iv. had r^;ard to their 
suffering under the civil .powers ; and yet, chap* iii. 18. he 
does expressly apply the example of Christ's sufferings to thi^ 
case : not indeed to prove that the magistrate had a right to 
injure Christians, but to show Christians how they ought to 
b^ar the calamities which they suffered wrongfully. And the 
yery same application belongs to slaves ; for the exan^ple of 
Christ recommended even to them, does not (as his lordship 
confesses*) prove that they may in no case seek a remedy; but 
it shows them how to bear with patience the miseries which 
they endure for righteousness' sake, or without deserving them. 
And let any man now consider the ease, and tell me what 
could carry his lordship into so strange an assertion as this, that 
the example of Christ is much more peculiarly fit for slaves 

* Answer to Dr, Atterbury, p. 63. 
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Iban sul^ects? I know but of one thing that can be said 
to this; namely, that possibly St. Peter might write this 
with an eye to the Jews, under whose malice sometimes 
the Christians suffered as Christians. But that could not be 
the case here ; for St. Peter writes to the Christians of the 
dispar»on, rah Knp^mhrifiois, to the ' strangers scattered through* 
out Pontu^y Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia ;' ooun* 
iMries where the Jews bad no power to put their malice in exe- 
cution, and therefore they could not be intended by the 
Apostle; and there was no power but the civil power to which 
the Apostle could refer with respect to all these coiuitries ; for 
that he did not speak of private malice or private injuries, has 
been already ^own. 

Nor is it any wonder that St, Peter should apply the exam- 
ple of Chri9t to Christians suffering under the civil powers for 
righteousness' sake, when our Saviour himself had so applied 
it before him. In the 10th of St. Matthew our blessed Lord 
pends forth the twelve to preach, and tells them, verse 18. ' Ye 
shall be brought before governors and kings for my sake, for a 
te^tifuony against them and the Gentiles :' and after describing 
to them many circumstances of the persecution they were to 
lind^go, he adds, verses 24-26. 'The disciple is not above 
his master, nor the servant above his lord ; it is enough for the 
disciple that he be as his master, and the servant as his lord : 
if ttiey have called the master of the house Beelzebub, how 
much more shall they call them of his household : fear them 
not therefore.' And at verse 28. he says, ' Fear not theni 
which kill the body,' &c. In the 24th <^ St, Matthew, in the 
13th of St. JVf ark, and 21st of Si;. Luke, he tells them they 
shall be * delivered up to the synagogues, and into prisons^ 
being brou^t before kin^ and rulers for his name's sake :* 
and exhorts them ^ to possess their souls in patience.' In the 
15th of St. John our Lord is on the same subject, and there 
ei^pressly sets bis own exan^ple before his disciples : ' If the 
world hate you, ye know that it hated me befwe it hated you. 
Remember the word that I said unto you, the servant is not 
greater than the lord. If they have persecuted me, they will 
also persecute you :' verses 18. 20, And at chapter xvi. venN^ 
33. he thus ^ncoun^es^ them : ' In the world ye shall havt 
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tribulation : but be of good cheer ; I haye overcome the 
world/ 

Thus you see our Saviour proposes his example to such as 
were not slaves; to such as were to suffer under the power of 
kings and rulers : not to justify rulers in their abusing Chris-^ 
tians, but to arm Christians with patience when they suffer 
wrongfully. And shall we now^ after having seen that Christ 
himself proposes his example to Christians of all ranks^ and who 
were to suffer from civil powers, say with his lordship, that the 
example of Christ is much more peculiarly fit to be urged to 
slaves than to subjects ? I hope I have said enough on this 
head to make his lordship reconsider what he seems to affirm, 
that the example of Christ's sufferings is never proposed in 
Scripture to subjects, and always to slaves. 

His lordship's third reason is, ^* 3. that the New Testament 
itself represents the humiliation and low estate of Christ in this 
world by the condition of slaves, the lowest and most helpless 
part of mankind, and never once by the low estate or helpless 
condition of civil subjects as such; which would have been, 
had they been put in the New Testament in the same circum- 
stances with slaves.*' 

** By the condition of slaves." Slaves, you must remember, 
are in his lordship's sense such as are bought and sold in mar- 
kets for the service of their masters ; and I do affirm that the 
Scripture never thus represents the low estate of Christ. I will 
begin with desiring the reader to consider a passage in St. John, 
because our Saviour is there pressing his own example in one 
of the most servile things that ever he did, on all his disciples. 
In the 13th of St. John we read that our Saviour ' rising from 
supper laid aside his garments, and took a towel and girded 
himself;' then ^ poured water into a bason, and washed his 
disciples' feet, and wiped them with the towel wherewith he 
was girded.' Here, if ever, we might expect to find our Sa- 
viour's low estate represented by the condition of a slave ; but 
we shall find nothing less. This history is introduced by the 
Apostle with an express declaration of the great power and dig- 
nity of our Saviour, * Jesus knowing that the Father had given 
all things into his hands, and that he was come from God, and 
went to God. He riseth from supper, and laid aside his gar- 
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ments, and took a towel/ &c. verses 3. 4. And after the work 
was over, our blessed Saviour, in applying this very example to his 
disciples, begins with reminding them of his own superiority 
over them : ' Ye call me Master and Lord, and ye say well, 
for so I am :' ver. 13. Is this like one whose estate the Scripture 
is to represent by the condition of a slave ? But let us hear 
the rest : ' If I then, your Lord and Master, have washed your 
feet, ye ought also to wash one another's feet :' ver. 14. The rea- 
son of which is expressed at ver. 16. * Verily, verily, I say unto 
you, the servant is not greater than his lord ; neither he that is 
sent greater than he that sent him :' that is, if I the greatest 
among you have not thought it below me to condescend to wash 
your feet, let none of you who are confessedly my inferiors, 
think much to do the same o£Bce of love and humility : so that 
this example of our Lord in so servile an employment is so far 
from being founded in a representation of his estate by the con- 
dition of a slave, that it is really inconsistent with it ; for one 
who was to personate a slave in washing of other's feet, though 
he might recommend his example of patience and submission to 
his duty, yet he could not say as our Lord does, consider what 
- the greatest among you has done ; what I your Lord and Mas- 
ter have done, not as bound in duty to you my servants, but 
out of love and humility, and never think it below you to do 
likewise. This is an exhortation not fit for a slave to make ; « 
slave cannot urge his great love or great humility in doing what 
his condition requires of him, nor can he plead his example as 
an argument to the highest for condescension towards the lowest. 
But thus our Saviour pleads his example, not looking on him- 
self as a slave, but as a Lord and Master, as one ' into whose 
hands the Father had given all things.' What shall we say 
then ; that the example of Christ is ndich more peculiarly fit 
for slaves than for subjects ? God forbid ! 

So again, in the 20th of St. Matthew, when there was indig- 
nation among the disciples occasioned by the petition of the 
mother of 2iebedee's children and her sons, our Saviour exhorts 
them all to humility ; * whosoever will be chief among you, let 
him be your servant :' verse 27. and then sets before them his 
own example ; * even as the Son of man came not to be minis- 
tered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a ransom for 
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itiany :' verse 28. inhere his ministry and his death ate not r^" 
preseilted as the- consequences of a slavish condition, but of a 
generous condescension ; and the force of the example here is 
.exptiessiy founded on this, that the Son of man Was chief 
ftncron^ them ; he ministered to them therefore not as one bought 
in the market for servitude, butaschief among thefm, and doing 
Ihe work, not of necessity, but of love. 

' From these two instances (and there are more such) it ap- 
pears that the example of our Saviour's humility is not urged 
in Scripture ou the representation of his condition to that of a 
fldave, but on account of his being lord, and master, atid chief, 
though he ministered unto others. Bnt to go on. 

St. Paul was, in his lordship's opinion, a perfect fteentran, 
and a great contender for civil rights ; and yet he says of him" 
delf that he had a great desire to know rriv Ktiviaviav rwv TraOiy- 
Itkriav cthrov, * the fellowship of Christ's sufferings :' Phil. iii. 10. 
Bnt if it was (as his lordship represents the case) part o£ Christ's 
sufferings to personate a slave, how couM St. Paul pretend to 
desire the (Koivwviav) fellowship of his sufferings, who always 
behaved himself like so free a; subject ? 

' But if St. Paul, a freebofra subject, did * partake in the suf- 
ferings* (as it is elsewhere expressed) of Christ, then the suffer- 
ings of Christ can yield his lordship no argunrent to say thai 
•Christ was represented as a slave in Scripture. And pray 
^rch of Christ's sufferings prove any thing like slavery to be 
bis condition? He was actiused and condemned by false evi^ 
tJence ; so was Naboth, yet he was no slave, for he h^d an 
estate in land. He was scourged of the Jews ; so was St. Paul 
ihree times, and yet he was free-born. Nay, the very form 
and process of our Saviour's trial proves that he neither was 
tior was taken to be a slave ; he was tried before the Roman 
governor, and so little was it suspected that he was a slave, or 
ttint his business here was to represent a slave, that the great 
^accusation against him was that he pretended to be a king ; and 
i;he Jews told Pilate that he was no friend to Caesar if he let so 
dangerous a man to the government escape.^ All this is doubtless 
very like the trial of a slave ! Let us then look back to his birth : 
lie was of the house and lineage of I>avid, as free a family at least 
as any in the country ; and that the Jews were no slaves, you 
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kftye their own testiiiioiiy* John yiti« 38, * We be Abraham's 
teed, and were never in bondage to any man : how sayest thou, 
ye shall be made free V His reputed father was of a trade that 
probably kept him and his family above necessity ; for though 
our Lord was on his birth laid in a manger, yet that happened 
not through the extreme poverty of his parents, but through the 
crowd of people at Bethlehem, which was so great that there 
was no room in the inn. But suppose the family to have been 
never so poor, (and rich it certainly was not,) yelr many free* 
born families are exceeding poor in every nationr. During his 
ebildhood he lived with his parents as other children do ; when 
he appeared in the world, and did things to the astonishment 
of the Jews^ many said^ * is not this the carpenter's son ?* But 
w« do not find that any one suspected him to be a slave, or in* 
quired who his master was ? And yet, had there been room 
for such a suggestion, the Jews, who were disposed to upbraid 
him and lessen him in the eyes of the people, would rather have 
toid, * is not th^ a mere slave,' than ' is not this the carpen-^ 
tor's son*' Our Saviour himself, speaking of his lowest state, 
days, 'the Son of man hath not where to lay his head:' but 
poverty and slavery are two things, and there is a great differ* 
dnce between having no money, and being sold for money in 
the market. Besides, slaves were not to seek where to lay 
Ibeir heads ; they were fixed to the houses* of their masters, 
li&d it was part of their duty to know and to keep their home. 
On the whole, I cannot imagine on what passages his lord* 
ship builds, when he says in his book that our Lord is 
'^ pleased frequently to describe his own low estate by the con* 
dhion of slaves ;" or when he says " here (in his Answer) that 
tl» New Testament itself represents the low estate of Christ 
— *by the condition of slaves." His lordship has not thought 
fit either in his book or in his Answer to produce one single 
passage where our Saviour does so describe himself; and but 
one passage (which shall be considered presently) from the 
whole Testament, where it is pretended that he is so described, 
and that too nothing to the purpose. And yet he makes no 
Scruple to say, 'Mf it be a crime to represent the condition and 
esiample of our blessed Lord as I have done, the imputation of 
the accuser (that is, tov 5ta/3o\ov) falls on the New Testament, 
and not on me :'* Answer p. 14, But as great an accuser or . 
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iittfiokos as I am, I wish his lordship had in this and in other 
instances shown no greater disrespect to the holy Scriptures 
than I have done. The reader sees here how frankly he throws 
the imputation from himself to the New Testament, though the 
New Testament has said nothing to give him a pretence for so 
doing. This is his lordship's common practice ; I will give one 
famous instance, and will venture another charge of calumny 
for quoting his own words ;*'l thought it my greatest defence," 
says his lordship, ** to shelter what I had said under the name 
of our common Lord and Master ; and rather thaii. express my 
reason (mind, reader,) in my awn words, I chose rather to make 
use of his authority, and to say that, * to apply worldly motives 
in the cases mentioned is to act contrary to the interests of true 
religion, as it is plainly opposite to the maxims on which Christ 
founded his kingdom.' " * Whose are these words, I beseech 
you ? His lordship seems to me to say that the words are not 
his, and I assure the reader they are not the words of Scrip- 
ture ; and as they are not the words of Scripture, so neither 
have they the authority of Scripture, but stand merely on his 
lordship's consequential reasonings. I leave his lordship now 
to account for this passage, and the reader to consider in what 
manner his lordship uses the name of our Lord and Master for 
a shelter. ' 

I go on to the bishop's fourth and last reason : ** that our 
Lord voluntarily put himself into that low, oppressed, helpless 
condition of a servant, and never accounted it his infamy, but 
his great glory, to be so spoken of. St. Paul particularly 
makes it his great reward." 

His lordship here truly observes that our Saviour voluntarily 
suffered all that befel him. This indeed was the glory of his 
sufferings, that they were not, that they could not be imposed 
on him ; but he chose them out of pure love and compassion to 
men. And this one consideration, if duly weighed, might have 
shown his lordship that our Saviour's sufferings were not like 
to the sufferings of a slave. Slaves suffer not voluntarily, but 
out of necessity : not out of love to those from whom they suf* 
fer, but because they can no way avoid it. This is the very 
circumstance on which St. Paul lays the stress in that passage 

* Answer to Rep. p. 155. 
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referred to by the bishop ; aind therefore in that passage St. 
Paul considers him not suffering as a slave by the necessity of 
his condition, but as the freest among men, and suffering nothing 
but what he chose to suffer. This was his great glory, this 
was the ground of his great reward and exaltation ; and when 
Christians find him thus represented to them in Scripture, as 
suffering every thing for their sakes out of his own free choice, 
how can they possibly conceive of him as a slave, as one sold 
into servitude, who has no will of his own, but must indure what 
the imperious will of another thinks fit to lay on him ? Yes, 
his lordship will say ; our Saviour, did suffer out of choice; and 
it was out of choice that he appeared as a slave. And for this 
he will quote (his only authority) the passage of St. Paul to 
the Philippians, chap. ii. that he (Christ) ' took on him the 
form of a servant,' &c. 

; To quote Scripture by the mere sound of words is to judge 
of Scripture by the ear, and not by the understanding. In our 
English translation of this passage we have the word servant ^ 
for which his lordship in his book puts the word slave as equi- 
valent to it ; and leads his reader to think that St. Paul repre- 
sents our Saviour as taking on him the form of a slave, that is, 
of one who is not sui juris, but is bought and sold in the mar- 
ket for the service of a private master ; and yet certain it is that 
nothing can be more disagreeable to St. Paul's sense than this 
interpretation of his words. The Apostle was not speaking to 
slaves peculiarly, and therefore had no occasion (supposing that 
he could truly have done it) to represent Christ under the form 
of a slave properly so called : he writes to all the ' servants ' 
(not slaves) ' of Jesus Christ at Philippi, with the bishops and 
deacons;' and at chapter ii. he exhorts them not to bear the 
hardships of their servile condition patiently, but to be ' like- 
minded, to have the same love, to be of one accord, of one mind.' 
And lest pride (as it is naturally apt) should prevent their com- 
pliance with these duties, he adds, ver. 3. * let nothing be done 
through strife or vain-glory, but in lowliness of mind let each 
esteem others better than themselves.' At ver. 6. he says, « let 
this mind be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus.' And in 
the following* verses he sets forth his example, and shows that 
he did not ra^awrov oKoweiv^ * look on his own things,' but was 
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content to lay aside his glory that he might do good to others 
This is the Apostle's view; and now let us consider what he 
says of Christ. Thus he speaks, * who being cv piopfy Oeov, 
in the form of God' — kivroy cKiyvce, emptied himself, or volun- 
tarily laid aside that divine form of glory, power, and majesty, 
and took on himself (willingly) fiopfi^y botiXov, ' the form of a 
servant.* The form of a servant is here opposed, not to the 
form of a subject or of a freeman, but to the form of God. And 
I desire his lordship to consider whether the form of God be so 
little, so inconsiderable a thing, that the form of a servant, 
when opposed to it, must needs signify the form of a slave pro- 
perly so called. With respect to God, the very highest beings 
are seiTants ; servant is the impressed character of every crea- 
ture, as supreme is the essential attribute of the Creator. When 
therefore the form of a servant is opposed to the form of God, it 
signifies a servant to God, and not a slave to men. And thus 
our Saviour himself describes his own service, that he came to 
do the will of God ; nor is there a single instance to be found 
(that, I know of) where our Saviour appears to be subject to the 
will of man like a slave, but his whole subjection lay in sub- 
mitting to the will of God his heavenly Father ; for this reason 
he (who in the beginning was with God and was God) came 
down to men, and was made man. The author to the Hebrews, 
to show the great excellency of Christ above the angels of God, 
puts this question, ' to which of the angels said he at any time. 
Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee V And again^ 
^ I will be to him a father, and he shall be to me a son :' i. 5. 
This was the excellency of Christ, that he was the Son of God, 
and ^ heir of all things, the brightness of his Father*s glory, and 
the express image of his person, upholding all things by the 
word of his power :' ver. 3, But angels were not the sons of God 
ia the same sense ; they had not the fiop^ri ©eov, the brightness 
of his glory, but were all servants. * Are they not all minister- 
ing spirits, sent forth to minister for them who shall be heirs of 
salvation ?' ver. 14. Here you see that angels are distinguished 
from Christ, because he was the brightness of his Father's gloryv 
the express image of his pefson, (ev fjtop<prj 0eov ;) but they^were 
all nlinistering spirits (ev fwp<p^ bovXiay) ' sent forth (by God) to 
minister for them who shall be heirs of salvation.' And thus 
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our Saviour, when he laid aside the form of God» the bright- 
ness of his Father's glory, in order to do the will of God, and 
to minister to them who were to be heirs of salvation, he then 
took on him (fiop^^y bovXov) the form of a servant ; that is, from 
appearing in the glory and majesty of God as ruler of the uni- 
verse, he took on him that form in which he was so to minister, 
and which is therefore called fiop^ti hovXov. In this sense all 
Christians, ancient and modem, (Socinians excepted,) have un- 
derstood the text, and little suspected that the form of a ser- 
vant as opposed by St. Paul to the form of God, had any rela- 
tion to the state or condition of slaves properly so called ; and, 
I believe, had any one explained this text in the Council of 
Nice, as his lordship has, it would have made the ears of the 
Christian bishops tingle. 

The ancient author Hermas, in his Pastor, proposes this 
question, '^ quare Filius Dei, in similitudine h^c, servili loco 
ponitur?" The Pastoi: answers him; "in servili conditibne 
non ponitur Filius Dei, sed * in magn^ potestate et imperio." 
And then, after mentioning the incarnation, he adds, ** cum 
igitur corpus illud paruisset omni tempore Spiritui Sancto, 
recteque et cast^ labor^sset cum eo, nee succubuisset in omni 
tempore ; fatigatum corpus illud serviliter conversatum est, sed 
fortitercum Spiritu Sancto, comprobatum Deo, receptum est.*'^ 
Here you evidently see that the servitude of our Saviour was 
no other than that of his doing the work of God. And this 
is the obedience which St. Paul, as well as this ancient Chris- 
tian writer, makes to be the ground of his exaltation. 

But to go on with the text. At verse 8. St. Paul thus illus- 
trates our Saviour's humility : ' and being found in fashion as a 
man, he humbled himself, and became obedient unto death, even 
the death of the cross.' His being obedient to death nobody can 
think to be an instance of his likeness to a slave ; but then the 
death of the cross perhaps maybe thought to bear a near resem- 
blance to the execution of a slave ; audit is true that crucifixion 
ivas not used to the freemen of Rome. Cicero, in his fifth 
book against Yerres, exclaims against the indignity done to the 

■ 

*■ In Mr. Le Clerc's edition of the Patres Apostolici, p. 105. 
Vol. i. 
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liberties of Rome, when Verres crucified a Roman citizen ; but 
that all other freemen were equally exempted from this punish- 
ment is not true. It was the punishment used towards those 
who were movers of sedition in the provinces, though they 
were not slaves, but freemen ; and our Lord being accused and 
condemned by Pilate on this head as affecting the kingdom, he 
was carried to the cross because of his supposed. crime, and not 
because of his condition. I will transcribe the words of Grotius 
to this purpose, and leave his lordship to disprove them. ** Gru- 
cem autem irrogatam Christo tanquam seditionis auctori, veris^ 
sim^ ab aliis notatum est ; eam enim poenam ei crimini statuunt 
Romanse leges, ut notat Paulus v. Sent. Tit. 22. pro qua 
nunc furcam in • pandectis legimus, quippe crucis usu in sup- 
pliciis per Constantinum sublato. Exempla crucifixorum sedi-^ 
tionis crimine in ipsa Judaea et a Varo et a Floro habes apud 
Josephum, in Matt. cap. 27. v. 20." 

' Thus you see this passage of St. Paul affords his lordship no 
shelter for his assertion ; here is nothing that describes our Sa* 
viour as being in a state or appearing in a state of slavery. The 
Apostle represents him as willingly laying aside the godlike 
form of divine majesty, and taking on him, instead of the 
image of the power of God, the form and character of a ser- 
vant of God. Besides, if we consider only the use of the 
word bov\os, (servant,) on which his lordship's great depen- 
dence is, and which he tells us had as mean an idea annexed 
to it in St. Paul's time as the word slave has now ; we shall 
find that it is far from necessarily signifying a slave in his sense, 
properly so called. St. Paul uses it of himself and the other 
Apostles, who were not slaves, 2 Cor. iv. 5. and our Saviour, 
Mark x. 44. exhorts all his disciples thus : ^ whosoever of you 
will be chief, let him be vavTU)v hovXos, the servant of all.* 
And it is evident here, both from the foregoing and following 
verse, that bov\o$ and btdnovos are equivalent, and that our 
Saviour was never any otherwise a hovXos than as he exhorts 
his disciples to be by ministering willingly to others for their 
good. In consequence of this precept of our Lord's, St. Paul 
says, 1 Cor. ix. 19. * though I be free from all men, (that is, 
no man's servant or slave) yet, Trdaiy cfjiavrov ebovKuftra, have 
I made myself a servant unto all :' where you see that being 
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a servant in the Christian sense is not inconsistent with free- 
dom ; so far from it, that the same Apostle says expressly, 
vii. 22. 6 iXevBepot JcXijOeir, iov\6$ iori Xpiorov* * he that is 
called being free, is Christ's servant.' In the very chapter of 
the Philippians to which hb lordship refers, St Paul uses the 
verb iov\ev€iVj to express the obedience of a son to a father, 
verse 22. : so in the parable of the prodigal the elder son says 
to his father, Toaavra erri bovXei&ia erof * these many years do- 1 
serve thee.' In like manner the same word is used to express 
the service of love and charity which Christians owe to one 
another ; thus we read Gal. v. 13. * for, brethren, ye have 
been called unto liberty ; only use not liberty for an occasion 
to the flesh, aXXa hia rfjs aydnris hovXevere dW^Xou, but by 
love serve one another.' In this sense it is that all Christiana 
are to be hovKoi, servants to men ; and in no other sense was 
their master a servant with respect to men. 
' This passage in the epistle to the Philippians being the only 
one produced by his lordship for his strange, and, until he in- 
vented it, unheard-of doctrine; and this text being directly 
opposite to the doctrine he would support, and representing 
our Saviour as taking on him the form of a servant to God, 
and not of a slave to men ; and the word bovXof, on which his 
lordship builds, being used in Scripture of all Christians with 
respect to the service they owe to God, and the love they owe 
to each other, and therefore not necessarily denoting a slave in 
this text of St. Paul to the Philippians; the reader must be 
surprised to hear his lordship declaring, that to blame this doc- 
trine of his is to '' accuse the New Testament," to *' calum* 
niate the Apostles," to ** reproach St. Paul ;" nay, *'to contra- 
dict Christ himself." 

I wish his lordship had used these great names with more 
respect ; but this is his method of appealing to Scripture ; and 
thus it is that all his doctrines are Scripture doctrines, and all 
his adversaries opposers of Christ and his Apostles. 

For my own part, after having considered this matter ma- 
turely, and as carefully as I am able, his lordship's proposition 
still appears to me very shocking, as well as destitute of all 
support; nor do I know a single text^ in Scripture that can be 
made to speak in its behalf. And whatever his lordship may 
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think, not only I, but many other serious Christians ha?e been 
long offended at it, and have wondered how hts lordship could 
be led into such an assertion. Our Saviour's behavior could 
afford him no ground for it ; no one ever acted with a freer 
spirit ; he came to do the will of God, and not to be subject to 
the will of man ; he came to do good to men, and to suffer for 
them, and therefore submitted to perform the offices of love and 
charity towards them. Other servitude than this he knew not : 
nay, those passages of his life which carry the greatest appear- 
ance with them of the submission to human power, are parti* 
cularly guarded against all suspicions of what his lordship now 
asserts, that he acted the part of a slave. St. Luke tells us he 
was subject to his parents, ii. 52. And yet when his mother 
seemed to complain of his carriage, and said, ' Son, why hast 
thou thus dealt with us V he answered, ' wist ye not that I 
must be about my Father's business V intimating plainly a free- 
dom in himself, with respect even to the submission due to his 
parents, not common to all sons. The same thing appears 
again, John ii. 4. 5. at the marriage in Cana of Galilee. 

And though our Lord says of himself that he came to minis- 
ter, yet when he is concerned in civil affairs he does not govern 
himself by this consideration that he is iovXoSf a servant, biit 
as a free subject submits to pay tribute to the temple, (which 
slaves in the bishop's sense could not do, for they had no pro- 
perty) ; but even here, the question he puts to St. Peter, Mat. 
xvii. 25. shows that he looked on himself not as a subject of 
man, but as the Son of God ; and yet that he might not give 
offence, he consented to pay with other subjects, from whom in 
appearance he nothing differed. Had he appeared as a slave, 
he had given no offence by not paying ; but that he might com- 
ply with the character of a subject under which he appeared, 
he wrought a miracle to answer the demand, and paid that 
tribute to the temple which the sea first paid him as its great 
Lord and Master. 

The case of his washing the disciples' feet has been already 
considered. 

If we look to his lowest state, when he seemed to be in the 
power of his enemies and at their command, even there we shall 
find that he acted as a servant of God, and not as a slave to 
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»ao. When the officers, <&c. came to seize him, John xviii. 
he offered himself to them ; they, astonished, fell down to the 
ground. Again he offers himself, and Peter drew the sword 
in his defence ; for which our Lord rebuked him, and said, 
' the cup which my father hath given me, shall I not drink it V 
verse 11. putting the whole of ^ his submission on this, that it 
was the will of God that he should suffer ; and telling Peter, 
Mat. xxvi. 53. that he could have more than twelve legions of 
angels to assist him, if he thought it proper. * But how then ' 
(says he, verse 54.) * shall the Scriptures of the prophets (that 
is, the declared will of God) be fulfilled V And at his trial he 
tells Pilate, John xix. 11. * Thou couldst have no power at 
all against me, except it were given thee from above.' Is there 
any thing in all this like being subject to the- will of a man, as 
a slave bought and sold in the market ? I have observed be- 
fore that all the circumstances of his trial were such as denoted 
his appearance to be that of a subject, and not of a slave. And 
here I rest the argument with respect to his lordship, having 
gone through all he offered in his own defence, and overlooking 
the bitter reflexions cast on myself: I have returned him argu- 
ments for invectives, reasons for his reproaches, xpv^ea xaX-- 

But before I take leave of this subject, I must add a word 
with respect to the author of a letter in the Flying Post, Jan. 
18. I might very well excuse myself from taking notice of anjr 
thing that appears in a paper which has used me and many 
my betters with the utmost indignity ; but as the letter comes 
from an able hand, and is written in a spirit very different from 
that of the paper in which it appears, and indeed from that of 
the bbhop's own, I will endeavor to give the author of it all 
ihe satisfaction I can ; and as 1 must acknowlege that the good 
he has said of me is more than I deserve, so I hope to show him 
the same with respect to his censure on me. 

This writer says that my representation of the bishop is very 
hard and cruel ; and that' I may agree with him as far as I 
can, I do own that if his representation of the bishop's meaning 
in the passage which I quoted be just and fair, -tiiat mine is 
both hsurd and cruel. 
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The Bishop of Bangor^s proposition is this: ''the example 
of our Lord is much more peculiarly £t to be used to slaves 
than to subjects." The author of the letter says, with respect 
to this proposition, that the bishop's sense is, " that the exam-^ 
pie of Christ is more properly urged to slaves than subjects, in 
the second chapter of St. Peter.*' He says again, " the dis- 
pute, as I said, is, whether this example be niore properly 
urged on those who are called subjects, in ver. 13. or those who 
are called slaves; ver. 18." He affirms a third time ; " this is 
not the question," (that is, whether the example of Christ be 
fit for all,) '* but this, — whether in this chapter of St. Peter 
the example of our Lord Christ be more naturally and pro- 
perly urged on, and applied to the people mentioned in 
ver. 13. who are. subjects, or to those mentioned ver. 18. who 
are slaves or servants ? This is the matter in question." On 
this state of the case he says very justly, " that whichever way 
it be determined, nobody's ears need to tingle at it." 

I desire this writer now to consider that his exposition is in- 
consistent with the bishop's words, which do not affirm with 
respect to St. Peter, " that the example of Christ is more pecu- 
liarly urged (by him) to slaves than to subjects," but do affirm 
with respect to the nature of the example itself, " that it is 
much more peculiarly Jff to be urged to slaves than to subjects." 
It is true that the dispute he is there engaged in began about 
the example as urged by St. Peter ; but then both sides argue 
from the nature of the example, in order to limit the applica- 
tion of it by St. Peter, and not vice versA, I desire this writer 
to attend to the bishop's own account of his adversary's view 
in arguing from the nature of Christ's example, p. 61. (how 
truly he represents it, I inquire not:) "but the example of 
Christ, say you, is more peculiarly fit to be urged to subjects 
than to slaves; therefore consequently ^ this passage (in St. 
Peter) in which that example is urged though directed to 
slaves, yet was designed peculiarly for subjects." Here the 
reader cannot but observe that the nature of the example is 
urged (by the bishop's own account) in order to fix St. Peter's 
meaning, and therefore with respect to the example the dis- 
pute was, not what in fact it was applied to by St. Peter, but 



■"^ 



«H9«i^9 



MISCELLANEOtJS TRACTS. 33 

to what it is ia its oWn nature more peculiarly applicable. TKe. 
paragraph in the bishop's book, from whence the quotation in 
dispute is taken ^ begins thus : ^* it is so far from being true that 
his example was more peculiarly fit to be recommended to sub- 
jects considered as such, than to slaves (considered as such,) 
that I think the very contrary to be evident/' The contrary 
proposition to which is what he has truly and fully expressed in 
the -words which I quoted. And in all this long paragraph 
he does not once argue from the example as applied by St. 
Peter, but defends his proposition on general topics ; such as 
our Lord's humiliation, being compared by himself to that of a 
servant; St. Paul's representing him in the same manner, when 
he says, ' he took on him the form of a servant ;' silence of 
Scripture, which never compares our Lord's state to that of a 
subject ; the circumstances of his last sufferings, &c. Prom 
the nature of the example thus fixed, his lordship makes two 
observations. The first is, that the difference between the con- 
dition of subjects and slaves is so great, that the Apostle St. 
Peter must be supposed to distinguish them. The second is, 
'' that the example of our Lord is much more peculiarly fit to 
be urged to slaves, by whose condition he. is pleased frequently 
to describe his own low estate, than to subjects, whose condi- 
tion is never used to that purpose," &c. 

And he concludes this paragraph thus : ** thb I say (that is, 
the patient suffering of- our Saviour) is particularly proper in 
their case, (viz. slaves,) for this reason, because he is said with 
respect to his lowest and most miserable condition to have taken 
on him their form,^' &c. . 

So that here the matter in question plainly was, not this, — 
how St. Peter had applied the example ; but this-^to which of 
the two cases the example in its nature was more peculiarly 
applicable. 

And now. let the author of the letter consider whether he has 
not greatly mistaken the true state of the question ; whether the 
occasion I had to express my great dislike of this passage was 
so very slight ; and whether himself has taken the pains requi- 
site ^^ to set the reader. right, and to leave him as impartial as 
a reader ought to be when he would judge aright." 
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I am sure I have a great deal of reason to wish for my own 
sake that this writer had read with that impartiality which he 
has expressed so much concern to preserve to others ; and that 
every reader may see that I had no design to lead him wrong, 
I. will give him the true reason which drew that observation 
from me. 

. I did it then to give an undeniable instance of the bishop's 
running into extremes through opposition, and to induce the 
reader to consider the true ground on which the present con- 
troversy with the bishop stands ; f6r this is the case in almost 
every article of it ; his lordship, not content to oppose what is 
wrong, suffers his zeal to carry him into very unjustifiable ex- 
tremes. 

Thus :— 

1. Because some have laid too much stress on a regular 
succession of the clergy, and confined ike validity of the 
gospel institutions to it without allowing for cases even of 
necessity ; 

Therefore his lordship not troubling himself to consider what 
regard ought to be paid to a regular succession, and what not, 
calls it in contempt, . *' the invention of men," ** vain words," 
<^ niceties, trifles, dreams." 

2. Because some have claimed such a power of excommuni- 
cation as is indeed inconsistent with the terms of the gospel, 
and the reason of man ; 

Therefore his lordship, not concerning himself to show the 
true use of excommunication in the church of Christ, and 
thereby to shut out all false claims, exhorts all Christians to 
act, '' without any regard to the outcries of human terror, or 
the solemn denunciations of any men on earth ;" and repre- 
sents human benedictions, human absolutions, human denun- 
ciations, human excommunications, as human engines permitted 
to work for a time (like other evils) by Providence. 

3. Because some claim an unwarrantable power to the go- 
vernors in the Church over particular members: 

Therefore his lordship, not endeavoring to show the just 
limits of church power, declares there is no power in the 
church, '' that no one of Christ's subjects more than another 
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hath authority to judge, censure, or punish the senrants of 
another master, in matters relating purely to conscience and 
salvation.^' 

4. Because some claim an unjustifiable authority to impose 
articles of faith, and their owiL interpretations of the Scripture 
for such, on the Christian people : 

Therefore his lordship, not considering that many Christians 
cannot read, that more of them cannot read the Scriptures 
without an<. interpreter, affirms, with respect to all Christians 
equally^ that die Scriptures in necessary points need no in- 
terpreter* 

5. Because the authority of the magistrate in matters of re- 
ligion has been often abused, and persecutions have been car- 
ried on by the pretence of it : 

Therefore his lordship, not endeavoring to state the just 
limits of the ciyil authority in this matter, affirms that there is 
no such authority ; and that ^* if any men on earth have a right 
to add to the sanctions of Christ's laws — they are so far 
kings in his stead, and reign in their own kingdom, and not in 
his :" that is, as he explains it himself in his sermon, they so 
far take Christ's kingdom out of his hands, and place it in their 
own,* 

6. Because it had been urged to the bishop that temporal 
encouragements, when rightly applied, do promote true re- 
ligion : 

Therefore his lordship, rather than allow teniporal en- 
couragements, when applied in the best manner, to be of any 
service to true religion, frames a new definition of religion > on 
purpose to throw out temporal encouragements, and affirms 
that the ^^ belief of another world is what alone renders our 
best actions religion, from whence they flow, and from whence, 
when they do not flow, they cease to be religion." f 

I call now on every reasonable man to judge whether I had 
not sufficient and great occasion to make the observation I 

* This passage was futiy considered in an Answer to a Letter 
sent to the Rev. Dr. Sherlock ; of which the bishop, in his Answer 
to the Report, has not thought fit to take any notice. 

t Answer to the Report, p. 152. 
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did« of his lordship's being carried into extremes through oppo- 
sition ; and whether I was to blame for choosing an instance 
out of a controversy of his lordship's, in which I had no hand, 
and therefore the less prejudice ; an instance which appeared 
to me so flagrant, that I no more thought the bishop would 
justify his assertion, than I did that he would accuse me of 
calumny for producing his own words. 

But his lordship knows best how to manage his own part of 
the controversy : if it is for his advantage to draw the eyes of 
the world from the merits of the cause, and turn them to per- 
sonal matters, he may go on complaining either with or without 
cause. Were I to recriminate, I too could give a catalogue 
of abuses that have been cast on me by his lordship and hts 
friends; but I do not think fit yet to trouble the world with 
them, and therefore will only give one instance of his lord- 
ship's charity towards me, which I should be glad he would 
explain : I had said *' that the Convocation cannot, if they will 
maintain the trust reposed in them, be silent under such an 
attack on the rights of the Christian church and the Christian 
magistrate."* What says his lordship to this? Why truly he 
says nothing to the trust reposed in the Convocation, but speaks 
of some particular trust reposed in me ; and says, '^ I do not 
at all doubt the truth of what you say, that you could not 
have been dilent in Convocation on this occasion, if you would 
maintain the trust reposed in j^oti."f 

In the first place I had said nothing of any trust reposed in 
me particularly, and therefore his lordship is very injurious in 
representing it to the world as if I had. Secondly, his lordship 
here allows that I acted according to the trust reposed in 
me ; but he complains often of the Lower House of Convoca- 
tion for treating him ill, and therefore not according to the trust 
reposed in them ; from which it is evident that his lordship's 
intention here was to charge me with a private underhand trust ; 
and indeed he took care to fix his meaning so as not to be mis- 
taken by any reader \ for he says, *' I will never sufi^er on any 
account in the world any such trust to be reposed in me as can 

* Answer to a Letter sent to the Reverend Dr. Sherlock. 
t Postscript to Sykes. 
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oblige me to attempt, or assist, or encourage in any degree, in 
any time to come, the like usage of ^ou, or of any man liying/' 
Here it is plain beyond contradiction, that by the trust reposed 
in me, his lordship did not mean a trust common to him and 
me as members ^of the Convocation, but some private and par- 
ticular trust and that too a very dishonest one, else he would 
not have said that he would never on any account in the world 
suffer such a trust to be reposed in himself. This is a reflexion 
which touches to the quick, which dives into the very heart, 
and fixes the imputation of dishonesty there ; it is all invention, 
and I call on his lordship to show any reason that could move 
him to suggest to the world that I am so base, so profligate — 

I have not perhaps in this controversy treated his lordship 
with all that deference and submission which he and his friends 
expect from me ; but if all I have said put together amounts to 
any thing like this reflexion, which at once takes away the 
reputation of honesty and common morality, I will humble 
myself to him in the eyes of the world, and publicly ask his 
pardon. 

As to the *^ numerous misrepresentations ;'^ *' the new 
heap of self contradictions ;" ^' the various and contradictory 
windings;" ''the partial and unjust representations," which 
his lordship in the abundance of his liberality has bestowed on 
me in his last little piece ; all that I have to say is this, that 
since his lordship knew me to be so weak, so ignorant a writer, 
so apt to contradict and misrepresent even myself, methinks, 
when he thought himself misrepresented by me, common huma- 
nity should have led him to charge me rather with ignorance 
than with calumny. 

As to his lordship's complaint that I did not answer every 
thing written against me before I pretended to step out like a 
•* new writer," I am surprised to hear it from his lordship, who 
has discretion enough to let some things go unanswered, 
and particularly Mr. Law's two letters ; a writer so consider- 
able, that I know but one good reason why his lordship does 
not answer him. 

But the bishop is at liberty to write as he thinks fit, and so 
am I. If his lordship expects that I should answer what Mr. 
Sykes and others cure at leisure to write, or even all that his 
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lordship has inserted in his large Answer at second hand from 
Mr. Sykes, without taking the least notice of what I had pub- 
lished in my own vindication, he is a very hard taskmaster, 
and I must complain of him in the words of the slave in 
Terence, who had been sent on a long fruitless errand only to 
keep him out of the way — 

Edepol nae meam herns esse operam deputat parvi precl. 
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SUMMARY. 

The bishop is charged with being now engaged in ^ cause 
of self-defence, and of reckoning nothing unlawful in such a 
cause. The dean does not follow him step by step, but goes 
directly to the points on which his lordship labors to justify his 
proposition. In the first place the bishop denies his own ex- 
plication of the word slaves, and proposes a new one. Being 
sensible that if his explication were suffered to stand, his as- 
sertion about the example of Christ must appear shocking to 
Christians, he labors to get rid of it. Twelve passages produced 
from the bishop's work to this effect. Ten other passages pro- 
duced from his lordship's answer to Dr. Atterbury, in which 
he adjusts the sense of the terms subject and slave. These 
shown to agree with his explication of the word slaves, and not 
with the new sense now given to it, and by which he would 
merely signify the lowest and most helpless part of mankind 
in their constant condition. This sense shown not to have been^ 
tiiough his lordship affirms It was. in his mind when he made 
the assertion about the example of Christ, nor when he wrote 
his answer to Dr. Atterbury, but has been sinc^ invented, and 
first appeared in his Charge of Calumny. This new idea shown 
not to be a very happy one for his lordship's purpose : for 1. it 
contradicts St. Peter's notion in the text, which gave occasion 
to the dispute : 2. it was, never true in fact, that slaves were in 
virtue of their constant condition the lowest and most helpless 
sort of mankind. Their condition in ancient times is not to be 
determined by that of slaves in the West Indies. It having 
been shown how the bishop has mollified one of the terms of 
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his proposition, it is next shown how he endeavors to clear 
his whole assertion from having in it any thing offensive to a 
Christian. His lordship's strength in this case shown to lie in 
misrepresenting the dean, and the author of a letter before 
mentioned in this controversy. On the passage of St. Peter 
there might be the three following points debated : 1. that in 
fact he applies the example of Christ to slaves : 2. that it is 
by him properly so employed : 3. that it is more properly so 
applied than if he had applied it to subjects. The two first 
take in all that the letter-writer meant and the dean consented 
to as inbffensive; but the third is the bishop's own sense, 
which he has put on iJie dean. Farther arguments against his 
lordship's doctrine, that the example of Christ belongs to slaves, 
not merely considered as Christians suffering for righteousness, 
but as slaves, considered in their slavish capacity in this world. 
It is shown that neither St. Peter nor any other Apostle pro- 
poses the example of Christ thus to slaves. Case of St. Paul 
in Acts xvi. 37. xxii. 25. considered. The bishop stated to 
maintain that the way to ascertain the peculiar and proper 
application of Christ's example is, not by considering what 
he really, truly, and properly was, but what is said of him 
by way of figure, allusion, or metaphor. The impropriety of 
this reasoning shown, particularly with regard to the expression, 
form of a servant, in Phil. ii. An answer to the bishop's argu- 
ment taken from his own words. Statement of his lordship, 
that the dean's reproof would fall on the Bishop of Rochester, 
considered! The learning of this controversy still remains to 
be considered. Signification attributed by the dean to the 
words oiKeTTis, iovXosy bcanorris, Kvpios, &c. vindicated. Attack 
on Mr. Sykes. Return to the bishop. His lordship thanked 
for one explication which he has given ; requested to make one 
more. Conclusion. 
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THE LORD BISHOP OF BANGOR'S 

DEFENCE OF HIS ASSERTION, 

NAMELY, THAT THE EXAMPLE OF OUR LORD IS MUCH 
MORE PECULIARLY FIT TO BE URGED TO SLAVES THAN 
TO SUBJECTS, CONSIDERED. 

Did controversies of this sort deserve the reader's attentioa, 
SO far as to examine carefully the Bishop of Bangor's repre* 
sentations by comparing them with his own former writings 
and with mine, I should have no occasion to trouble the world 
any farther. 

> His lordship is now in a very extraordinary method; he 
reckons himself engaged in a cause of self-defence, and writes 
as if he reckoned nothing unlawful in such a cause. 

I shall not follow his lordship step by step, but will go di- 
rectly to the points on which he labors to justify his propo- 
sition. « 

In order to this, he 

1. Denies his own explication of the word slaves, which he 
had given in the book from whence I produced his proposition ; 
and he proposes a new one, as that which he constantly made 
choice of in treating of the example of Christ in that Book, 
which yet is not there so much as once mentioned. In order 
to give the true import of his proposition, I laid down his own 
explications of the terms of it, and said, . '' by slaves he means 
such as are bought in the market, or taken captive ; by subjects 
9uch as have civil rights and properties, and are not bound by 
the mere will and pleasure of their kings." * 

* Vindication of the Condition, &c. 
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What now says his lordship to this ? Why he tells his reader 
that I undertake to give his own explications, but in reality do 
no such thing. This reality is the first and main thing now to 
be tried,, and I wish it could be done without tryiug some other 
realities at the same time. 

His lordship is sensible that if this explication of his term 
slave stands good, his assertion about the example of Christ 
must appear shocking to every Christian ; and he owns as much, 
and says that I have indeed made it^ appear shocking by this 
explication of his terms ; the consequence of which is, that if 
the explication be really his lordship's own, and not mine, then 
his lordship's proposition was really what 1 represented it to be, 
and he must be content to take his calumny home again. To 
avoid this plain consequence, his lordship labors with all his 
might to get rid of this explication ; but it cannot be — karet 
lateri lethalis arundo» 

The reader will best judge what stress his lordship lays on 
this point by seeing in one view his many pains to be delivered 
of it. Hear him then. 

1. '^ By slaves, the dean says, I mean slaves properly so 
called, that is, such as are bought in the market, or taken 
captive ; this seeming very odd when joined with the great 
name of our blessed Lord, he preserves this particular idea, 
and puts it at full length, by way of interpretation ^ into my as- 
sertion about our Lord's example ; and by the help of it he 
makes me to have asserted, that the example of our Lord is 
much more fit for such as are bought and sold in markets, (as 
if I had spoken of slaves considered under that notion particu-* 
larly) than for," <&c. 
. 2. This his lordship calls a partia;l definition of his term, 

3. And says, it was ** choosing that idea which was most for 
the purpose, instead of that which the asserter (his lordship) 
himself constantly {N. B,) chose." 

4. ** This is the case here. I do indeed, in opposing slaves 
to subjects, and in stating the difference of their conditions, 
speak of slaves as bought and sold in the market, or taken 
captive. But in my assertion relating to the example of 
'Christ, I speak of slaves under the notion of the lowest and 
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most helpless part of mankind in their cohstant condition, and 
by the very nature of their station ; and never once on this oc- 
casion mention that which was proper only when I was de- 
fining the difference between them and subjects. So that 
though it be literally true that I do on another occasion de- 
scribe slaves as bought and sold in the market^ yet it is as li- 
terally true that the word slave, with this idea peculiarly an- 
nexed to it, is not any one of the terms of my assertion which 
the dean so kindly undertakes to explain ; but that the notion 
of slaves in my assertion about our Lord's example, is the no- 
tion of persons, the lowest and most helpless, and most mi- 
serable of mankind, by the nature even of their daily and con- 
stant condition of life." 

. 5. '' The notion (of slaves) which alone he (the dean) pro- 
daces as mine for his own reader — I never once {N, B.) men- 
tion in what relates to our Lord's example.'^ 

6. '^ I have not once (N. B.) annexed this idea to that word 
in Speaking of our blessed Lord's example." 

7. " Which I never once (iV. B.) made use of for this pur- 
pose." 

8. " An idea which he (the dean), loves to join to the word 
slaves in this controversy." 

. 9. '' As if, because I once (iV. B>) in another part of 
this dispute described slaves as. such (as are bought in 
markets,) therefore I must always annex this sole idea to 
that Word." 

10. *' Christ's humiliation may be and is represented in 
Scripture by the condition of slaves (not considered as bought 
and sold in the market)." 

11. '' He did not resemble a slave, in the circumstance of 
being bought and sold in a market." 

12. *^ 1 never in this controversy have annexed the two last 
ideas (bought and sold) to the word slave." 

. Here you see his lordship affirms five times over (Nos. 4. 5. 
6. 7. 12«) that he never once used or annexed to the word 
slave this notion in speaking of the example of Christ, that it 
is an idea made dioice of by me, and that he constantly chose 
another, (No. 3.) that it is literally true that the word slave, 
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with this idea, is not one of the terms of his proposition (No. 
4.), but it is the idea which I love (No. 8.), and which I 
brought into the controversy. 

Here then is a plain fact to be cleared, on which his lordship 
has put the merits of his cause, and on which I am also willing 
to put them. 

And now I will present the reader with another set of pas- 
sages taken in their order out of his lordship's answer to Dr. 
Atterbury, beginning a^ p. 54. where his lordship enters on the 
consideration of St. Peter's doctrine, and his application of 
the example of Christ to slaves. The very first thing he does is 
to adjust the sense of the terms subject and slave. 

1. ^* We must be led into a plausible discourse of what it 
was fit for St. Peter to say, and what he did say about slaves, 
into whose condition that of subjects must be now depressed, 
though neither taken captive by their kings, nor bought in the 
market into their service." 

2. St. Peter ** directs his discourse to slaves properly so 
called." 

3. ''It can no more follow from St. Peter's exhorting slaves, 
than it would follow from your advising slaves in the West- 
Indies." 

4. '' And then immediately call on slaves properly so called, 
and tell them they must patiently bear with their masters who 
bought them, or took them captive." 

5. '< Might not the subjects properly so called argue thus ? 
Our condition is very different from that of slaves. We neither 
were taken captive in a just war, nor bought. in the market for 
the service of our civil governors ; theirefbre it is not at all pro- 
bable that our teacher should mean to include us in the same 
discourse with slaves properly so called." 

6. '' How hard is the fate of subjects, that they must be 
brought into the condition of slaves;, below the state of mer- 
cenary servants, into that of servitude properly so called." And 
a little after — 

7. " Now it .seems the yoke of slavery itself is not too hard 
to be brought on them." Again in the same paragraph— r 

8. ** But first, Sir, you should have shown us the price paid 
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for subjects by their princes, in what market they were bought 
into their absolute power, or in what just war they forfeited 
their lives and were taken captive." 

9. ** But it being always the contrary, I cannot forbear 
making the two following observations : that there is so essen- 
tial a difference between civil subjection to governors instituted 
for the good of the governed, and the servitude of slaves bought 
by money for the service of their masters, that the Apostle can- 
not but be supposed to treat so distinctly of them as not to con- 
found their circumstances, which are very different ; and like- 
wise that the example of our Lord is much more peculiarly fit 
to be urged to slaves, by whose condition he is pleased fre- 
quently to describe his own low estate, than to subjects, whose 
condition is never used to that purpose, and whom he is 
never said to personate in his lowest and most oppressed con- 
dition." 

10. ** Slaves bought with money, or taken captive in the 
war, may be obliged to bear many things from their masters, 
which subjects, who were not so purchased, may not be obliged 
to submit to. The foundation of the two relations is so very 
different." ^ 

His lordship shuts up this whole argument just as he began 
it, by leaving on the reader's mind the difference between sub- 
jects and slaves, as the true point on which the whole turned. 
His words are— 

' '' St. Peter cannot with the least show of reason be said de- 
signedly to speak to subjects under the notion and title of slaves. 
Or to have it in his view to interpret St. Paul's instructions to 
subjects by directing his discourse to persons of quite another 
rank." 

I desire the reader now to look back to No. 9. in the 
former passages, where his lordship intimates that he did omx 
indeed in this dispute describe slaves to be such as are bought 
and sold ; and if he finds himself so inclined, he may, with all 
my heart, maintain that his lordship gives a very fair and just 
account of his dispute. 

Let the reader also in these last passages consider those 
marked 4. 5. 6. 10. and he will see to a demonstration what 
his lordship means by slaves properly so called. In No. 4. 
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slaves properly so called are those bought with money or taken 
captive. In No. 5. subjects properly so called are distinguished 
from slaves properly so called, because slaves are bought or taken 
captive. 

In No. 6. compared with N os. 7. 8. (which are all in the same 
paragraph) servitude properly so called is founded in the price 
paid. In No. 10. the yery foundation of the relation between 
the master and servant is the price paid by the master. And 
bere I cannot but congratulate with myself that once in my life 
I have got into the true meaning of one of his lordship's prO" 
perlyi ; and this too, I think, may help the reader to understand 
what his lordship means when he affirms, No. 2. that St. Peter 
directed his discourse (which takes in all he says about the 
jexample of Christ) to slaves properly so called. But to do jus- 
tice to his lordship, I will consider next the point on which he 
lays the stress of his defence. He owns, you see, very tenderly, 
that once he did in this dispute consider slaves as bought and 
sold ; (the reader by this time perhaps Inay be inclined to think 
he never considered them otherwise ;) but he affirms positively 
that he never once so considered them in speaking of the ex- 
ample of Christ, but constantly chose another idea, though in 
truth there is no other idea annexed by him to them in that 
treatise. 

And now let the reader look back to No. 9. in the last set of 
passages : there he will find that his lordship has fixed and de- 
termined this very idea to the word slaveli in the very passage, 
nay in the very sentence out of which I quoted his famous asser* 
tion about ^ the example of Christ, and indeed his argument 
made it necessary he should do so. Of this passage I shall 
have occasion to speak again. In the meanwhile I observe 
that his lordship in his dispute with Dr. Atterbury maintains 
these three assertions principally. 

1. That St. Peter's directions for a passive submission were 
given to slaves, and not to subjects. 

2. That St. Peter urges the example of Christ to slaves, 
and not to subjects. And to prove this the more strongly, he 
insists, 

3. That the example of Christ is much more peculiarly fit to 
be urged to slaves than to subjects. And now I ask any rea*- 
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sonable man in the world whether these three assertions belong'*' 
ing to one and the same argument, being all of them intended 
to clear up the doctrine of St. Peter, and having a connexion 
and dependence on each other, whether (I say) the terms which 
enter equally into them all, must not have in them all the same 
signification ? His lordship, in explaining the first of these 
assertions, expressly says that by slaves he means slaves pro- 
perly so called ; that is, as the reader has seen, such as are 
bought and sold. And if this be the sense of the word slaves 
in the first assertion, it must needs be so in the second ; for it is 
to the same persons that the example of Christ is urged : and 
now let the reader judge whether it can mean any thing else in 
the third. 

If you preserve the same idea in the terms of these assertions, 
then there is a consistency in the argument ; and it is coherently 
said that St. Peter did urge the example of Christ particularly 
to slaves, because in its own nature the example is peculiarly 
fit for slaves. But if you give different ideas to the word 
slaves in one place and in the other, then the argument falls 
into an absurdity, and will stand thus. St. Peter did urge the 
example of Christ particularly to slaves property so called ; 
because the example of Christ, though not peculiarly fit for 
slaves properly so called, yet is peculiarly fit for something 
else ; which is a way of reasoning which I suppose his lordship 
would not willingly be thought capable of. His lordship 
affirms (No. 4. of the first set of passages,) *' that though it be 
literally true that on another occasion he did once describe 
slaves as bought and sold, yet it is as literally true that the 
word slave, with this idea peculiarly annexed to it, is not one of 
the terms of his assertion about the example of Christ." And 
who now does not see where the secret of this affair lies ? His 
lordship, in considering the sense of St. Peter, branches his ar* 
gument into three parts, which make the three assertions already 
mentioned ; they are truly parts of one and the same argument. 
In setting out on this argument, his lordship (as he ought to 
do) defines his terms subjects and slaves ; whichever of the 
three assertions had stood first in the argument, it would regu- 
larly have had the definition or explication with it. In the fol- 
lowing assertions, being part of the same argument, there was 
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no occasion to repeat it. His lordship begins with the doctrine 
of St. Peter, and under this head defines (as he owns) a slave 
to be one bought and sold : he proceeds to the other parts of 
the argument, using the same terms still, without the least inti- 
mation ,that he alters his idea of any one term ; which altera- 
tion, had it been made, would have destroyed the argument. 
But being now pressed with a difficulty, he affirms that the idea 
belongs only to one part of the argument, and not to the other; 
and says the definition was made on another occasion, and not 
with respect to the assertion about Christ's example, though the 
assertion about the example of Christ is part of that argument, 
for the sake of which, and in the beginning of which, he made 
the definition. But this is not all ; for his lordship does in the 
very sentence. No. 9. out of which I quote his assertion about 
the example of Christ, fix the essential difi^erence between a 
subject and a slave ; and he fixes it in this, that governors are 
instituted for the good of the governed, and slaves are bought 
by money for the service of their masters. 

I appeal now to common sense, whether slaves in the two 
observations joined together in this one sentence mean one and 
the same thing or no. 

In the first observation, slaves (his lordship expressly tells us) 
mean such as are bought and sold. 

. In the second he now tells us something else is meant by that 
word. Quo teneam vultus ? 

But whoever will observe, will find that his lordship's new 
evasion is inconsistent with the view he had in this passage ; for 
both his observations are drawn from one common principle : 
** it being always the contrary," says his lordship, ** I cannot 
forbear making the two following observations." The two fol- 
lowing observations theii depend on the same truth, that is, the 
truth of this contrary, whatever it be ; consequently the two 
observations must be ad idem ; and therefore slaves in the second 
observation are the same with slaves in the first. But these, his 
lordship tells us, are such as are bought and sold ; or in other 
words thus: the proposition from which his lordship argues (and 
which he means by the contrary) is this : *' that the Scripture 
never represents the lowliness of our Lord's condition by the 
estate of subjects, but always by that of slaves." On this asser- 
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tioDL the two observations are built. Now it is evident that no 
observation about subjects and slaves can be drawn from this 
one proposition, but only concerning such subjects and such 
slaves as are meant in this proposition. The terms slaves then 
in the two observations founded on this one proposition , carry 
the very same idea. But in the first observation his lordship 
says, they are such as are bought and sold. In the, second ob- 
servation therefore about the example of Christ, they necessarily, 
mean such as are bought and sold. 

I shall only observe farther on this head, that as his lordship 
began and carried on this argument with fixing (and often re- 
peating) this idea bought and sold to slaves, so likewise in wind- 
ing up the argument, and in concluding it, he establishes the 
same idea, but now he assures us that in one case only in the 
middle of the argument this idea has nothing to do ; nay, he 
affirms that he constant^ chose another, and never once made 
use of this. 

Let us then consider now what is the idea which (his lord- 
ship says) he constantly chose, and here we shall find that he 
has got a new idea in just as honorable a method as h^ got rid; 
of his old one. 

But first hear how he sets forth his constant new idea in his 
last book. 

1. ^' In my assertion relating to the example of Christ, I 
speak of slaves under the notion of. the lowest and most help- 
less part of mankind in their constant condition." 

2j, This explication his lordship says, ** is not now first alleged, 
but was plainly delivered and laid down at the very time of 
making the assertion. 

3. '* This was the notion I joined to the word slaves in this 
assertion of mine, and on which I founded the propriety of it." 
p. 13. — This is in effect repeated again at the bottom of the 
same page. 

4. " Christ's example was of peculiar use to those whom \ 
consider always in the lowest and most helpless condition, of 
human life, by the nature of their station." If the readej^ 
desires more instances, let him go on to consult p. 28. 29. 30* 
32. 38, 39, 41. 48. 58. 68. 90. for in all these places h^ 
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inculcates this notion, it being his only refuge in the pre* 
sent distress. 

Here now is another plain matter of fact to be discussed. 
His lordship affirms (Nos. 2. 3.) that this was his notion of the 
word slave at the very time he made the assertion about the 
example of Christ ; that is, it was his notion when he wrote 
against Dr. Atterbury, and not only so, but that it was con^ 
9tantly his notion. 

In answer to this I do affirm that this notion never appeared, 
nor are there any traces of it to be found in his answer to Dr. 
Atterbury ; but it is since invented, and first appeared in his 
Charge of Calumny. 

But how can this be, you will say. Does not his lordship, 
at pages 1 5 and L6 of his last book, produce no less than seven 
instances to show that this was his notion in the original pas- 
sage ? It seems so to be ; and that I may be sure not to injure 
him, see here what he says at length. 

" It will be proper to show the reader that my own words, 
in the original passage, from, whence the dean ought to have 
taken m^ true meanings agree with the account of I have now 
given of it In my late Vindication of myself from his injury, 
I produce that whole passage out of my former dispute; so that 
I need only refer to what the reader will find in that little 
piece. In the quotation there made, it will be seen that I ex- 
pressed myself thus : '* our Lord's voluntary humiliation is com- 
pared to that of a servant.' Again, < when his lowest estate 
is described, the allusion is made to the circumstances of a ser- 
vant.' * When St. Paul is to give the liveliest representation 
of his condescension and humility, it is done in these words. 
He took on him the form of a servant, or slave.' Again, 
the lowliness of our Lord's condition is the thing spoken of. 
Again, ' by whose condition he is pleased to describe his own 
low estate.' Again, < he is said, with respect to his lowest and 
most miserable condition, to have taken on himVheir form ; and 
under that humble appearance to have suffered, &c.' ^ After 
this I add, as one of the foundations of what I have said, 
* that the New Testament represents the humiliation and low 
estate of Christ in this world by the condition of slaves, the 
lowest and most helpless part of mankind.' " 
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,Here are some very material things to be observed on this 
quotation. 1. His lordship proposes to show his own words in 
the original passage, from whence, he says, the dean ought to 
have taken his true meaning. 2. He chooses to refer to his 
original passage as it is transcribed into his Charge of Calumny, 
and not as it stands in the answer to Dr. Atterbury. And 
for this there was some reason, as will appear. 

3. He refers the reader to p. 10-13. of the Charge of Ca- 
lumny, as containing the original passage, out of which he is 
to produce his own words ; and the last quotation being in the 
last of the said pages, is thus introduced : ** after this I add, 
as one of the foundations of what I have said, that the New 
Testament represents the humiliation, &c." And here I ask 
the reader whether he did not think that these quotations, one 
and all, were parts of the original passage, as recited in the 
Charge of Calumny, beginning at page 10. and ending page 
13. and particularly, whether he did not think the last quota- 
tion followed that immediately 'preceding in the same original 
passage ? I wish every reader would answer these questions 
to himself before he goes any farther. 

Let us now see what the truth of this case is. The six quo- 
tations first produced are indeed in the original passage ; but 
then they are nothing to the purpose. They all speak of the 
low estate of Christ, in respect of which he was (as his lordship 
says) compared to a slave, without any the least intimation of 
that idea of slaves which the bishop says he constantly chose. 
But is there not a seventh quotation ? Yes, there is, and very 
much to his lordship's purpose ; but the misfortune is, that 
there is not one word of it in the original passage. Has his 
lordship then made a false quotation? fiold, Sir, no more 
calumny, I beseech you. This seventh quotation is truly in 
page 13. of the Charge of Calumny, as is also part of the ori- 
ginal passage. And now the reader sees a reason for the quo- 
tations being taken, not out of the original passage as it stands 
in its own place, the Answer to Dr. Atterbury, but as trans- 
ferred into the Charge of Calumny ; for had his lordship quoted 
the Answer to Dr. Atterbury, and named the pages, 64. 65. 
66. all the world would have seen that his new idea drawn 
from page 13. of a book written several years after it^ had 
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nothing to do with the original passage. But now I believe 
every reader did (as 1 profess I did for some time) take it 
otherwise. With what tolerable degree of fairness could his 
lordship insinuate that I ought to have taken his meaning from 
this passage ? Can the most partial reader allow him to say 
that I ought to take his meaning, not from the book whence I 
took his assertion, but from an after explication of his lordship's 
when he found himself pressed, and was forced to coin a new 
exposition of his word, because he could not, together with the 
old one, maintain his assertion. 

The state of the matter, in short, is this. His lordship enters 
on these quotations, professing to give his true meaning from 
the^ original passage ; from whence, he says, I ought to have 
taken it ; and concludes his quotations by telling us that in the 
last of them was to be found one of the foundations of what he 
had said. The quotations being made, his lordship goes on to 
consider them in one view, to show the reader what he means 
by slaves, '' whom,'' says his lordship, '* I consider always in 
the lowest and most helpless condition," &c. ; and he had most 
expressly assured us before (see No. 2. of the third set of pas- 
sages) that this explication was not now first alleged, but was 
plainly laid down at the very time of making the assertion. 
These things considered, could any one possibly imagine that 
the only quotation in the whole number which at all relates to 
his exposition of the word slave, was no part of the original 
passage, was never thought on at the time when his assertion 
was made, but was invented afterwards, not as the foundation, 
but as the palliation of his assertion ? Yet this is the case — Ha 
tibi erunt artes. If this be self-defence, then let me be defence- 
less; let his lordship triumph, and let his admirers go on to 
boast that he is unanswerable ; for on this foot his lordship will 
soon find that he may write without an adversary. 

But farther, when his lordship professed to state his true 
meaning of the word slave from what was to be found in the. 
original passagjB, inserted in his Charge of Calumny, and went 
through pages 10. 11. 12. 13. to pick up .every thing to his 
purpose ; how came he to overlook the only passage that is to 
the purpose,. when it stared him full in the face? For in p. 11. 
you must know, slaves are described in words at length to be 
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such as are bought with money for the service of their master. 
This passage, which fully describes his notion of a slave, at the 
time of making his assertion, and which is in the same sentence 
with the assertion ; his lordship — what shall I say ? — artfully 
drops, and quotes six others nolJiing to the purpose ; and then, 
lo make amends, puts on the reader a quotation describing 
slaves indeed according to his present wish, but which is no 
part of the original passage. This too, I suppose, is self- 
defence. 

As to this new idea of slaves, be it true or be it false, it is 
nothing to me ; for it had no being when I first produced his lord- 
ship's assertion about the example of Christ, and was for so doing 
charged with calumny ; but whether I was justly chargeable 
or not must be tried by considering the assertion as it then 
stood, and not as it has been since mollified by a new exposi- 
tion. His lordship may do what he will with his slaves, and 
irive them one character to day and another to morrow ; but I 
hope I shall be allowed the cLmon priyilege of subject., and 
not be called to trial or condemnation by a law made ex post 
facto. 

And yet this new idea is not a very happy one for his lord- 
ship's purpose. Slaves, we are now told, are, in virtue of their 
constant condition, the lowest and most helpless part of man- 
kind ; but the proper notion of a slave, as distinguished from a 
subject, is that of one who has no rights, and his lordship's 
controversy turned on this precise idea ; for the very reason 
with his lordship why slaves are bound to greater submission 
than subjects is, that slaves have no civil rights to protect 
them, but subjects have. And in this view there is a real per- 
petual difference between subjects and slaves. But with re- 
spect to the new idea of slaves, that they are the lowest and 
most helpless, &c. the case is quite otherwise. Eor, 

1. This contradicts St. Peter's notion in the text, which gave 
occasion to the dispute. He plainly makes a distinction be- 
tween the slaves who had good and gentle masters, and those 
who had severe and hard masters, and supposes the former to 
be under no such difficulties as the latter. So that to make all 
slaves alike in virtue of their constant condition, overthrows 
the very foundation on which the Apostle's doctrine is built. 
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^ 2. It was never true in fact that slaves were, in virtue of 
their constant condition, the lowest and most helpless sort of 
mankind. Ancient history gives another account of them ; 
you may find them in all countries often at the head of affairs, 
as well in kingdoms as in private families. They were in- 
trusted with the care and instruction of their masters' children^ 
and with the management of their estates ; and we meet with 
them frequently employed in affairs of the greatest consequence 
to the public; whilst in every country many subjects were in a 
more distressed and low condition than the better sort of slaves. 
This difference was universally seen. Hence the poet, 

Nay, freedom was not always to a slave a change for the better^ 

as we learn from another poet : 

* 

noXAoi ^vy6vTts Hwir^ea, l\§^tpoi 

His lordship indeed, as I guess by an expression which fell 
from him in his dispute, seems to have had all his intelligence 
about slaves from the West Indies ; and he might have added 
to his new idea, if he had thought fit, on the same authority^ 
that all the slaves of antiquity were negroes. 

I have gone through that part of his lordship's defence in 
which he places his great strength, and have showi^ that there 
is nothing but weakness in it, and shall now lake leave of it in 
few words. 

His lordship owns that his assertion does appear shocking, 
if the idea of bought and sold, &c. does belong to the term 
slaves. 

I have shown, beyond denial, that this idea does and' must 
belong to it ; that his lordship not only once (as he says) de- 
scribed slaves in this manner, but often in this manner, and 
never in any other, in the original dispute. 

I have shown also that the idea of slaves which his lordship 
says he constantly made choice of in speaking of the example 

* Dicta Poetarttmy &c. per Grotinm. t Ibid. 
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of Christ, and which (he says too) was plainly laid down at the 
very time of making his assertion, is not once to be found in 
the original dispute ; and that the only passage quoted by his 
lordship, which has this idea in it, is not (whatever his lordship 
intended his reader should understand) in the original passage, 
but is first to be found in the Charge of Calumny. 

Take notice, this is my defence. Let his lordship clear these 
facts, and I have done. 

The reader having now seen in what manner his lordship 
has endeavored to mollify one of the terms of his proposition, 
it may not be amiss to show him how he endeavors to clear 
his whole assertion from having any thing in it offensive to a 
Christian. In order to this; his lordship maintains that there 
is no difference as to the indignity offered to our Saviour's ex- 
ample, between saying that St. Peter does in one particular 
instance apply the example of Chrbt directly to slaves, and 
saying in general that the example of Christ is (in its .own 
nature) much more peculiarly fit for slaves than for subjects. 

This relates to the shockingness of the assertion ; on which 
head his lordship, I think, is hardly serious ; for at p. 89. he 
supposes all the blame to lie on the single word slave ; and at 
p. 93. he seems to find out that all the shockingness is placed 
on the peculiar fitness of Christ's example,. &c. All that I 
can say in this case is, to promise his lordship never to answer 
such arguments. His lordship sometimes divides his paragraphs 
into propositions ; sometimes his propositions into single words 
or expressions,* making a show to defend by piece-meal what 
in the whole he finds to be indefensible. 

But his lordship's strength in this case lies in misrepresenting 
not only me, but, I think too, an author who appeared with an 
early concern in his behalf. The author of a letter (mentioned 
already in this controversy) states the dispute between the 
Bishop of Rochester and of Bangor about the example of 
Christ, to be merely on the interpretation of St.. Peter. These 
are his words — '* the Bishop of Rochester took that side of the 
question which proposes the example of Christ to be more pro- 
perly urged by St. Peter to subjects than to slaves ; and the 

* See Answer to the Representation, p. 145. 
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Bishop of Bangor takes the other side.'^ That is, as I under- 
stood and do still understand these words, the question was, 
which was the properest interpretation of St. Peter, to say that 
the example was by him proposed to slaves — or to subjects : 
,this, I said, whichever way it be determined, nobody's ears 
need tingle at it. And now the Bishop of Bangor serving him- 
self of a little ambiguity in the words * properly urged,' repre- 
sents me as allowing it to be a just way of speaking, to say that 
8t. Peter did more naturally and properly in urging the exam- 
ple of Christ to slaves, than if he had urged it to subjects. 
This little fallacy is spread through pages 93. 94. and part 
of 95. 

Take away this ambiguity, and his lordship's reasoning falls. 
-On this passage of St. Peter, there might be these three points 
debated. 

1. That in fact he applies the example to slaves. 

2. That it is by him properly so applied. 

3. That it is more properly so applied than if he had applied 
It to subjects. 

The two first take in all, I think, that the letter-writer meant ; 
1 am sure, all that I consented to as an inoffensive way of 
speaking. But the third is the Bishop of Bangor's sense which 
he has put on me. I have now explained myself, and let his 
lordship draw out his assertion and my concession into columns, 
•and see what advantage he can make of them compared toge- 
ther. His lordship has not only misrepresented m6, but his 
zealous friend too, who had deserved at his hands at least better 
usage ; though his lordship seems not pleased that he had no 
ill usage at my hands. If this author, whoever he is, can take 
any pleasure in seeing the use the Bishop of Bangor has made 
of his letter, I hope his satisfaction in the bishop's triumphs 
will not be less for not being disturbed by my complaints. But 
of this enough. 

From the images and ideas of his lordship's proposition, I 
will go next to the doctrine with which he still maintains his 
assertion. And here, though his lordship owns that the example 
of Christ belongs to subjects merely as Christians, suffering 
for righteousness, and not as subjects considered in their poli- 
tical capacity ; yet he affirms (very absurdly) that the example 
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of Christ belongs to slaves not considered merely as Christians 
suffering for righteousness, but as slaves considered in their 
slavish capacity in this world. 

There is one passage which will give us his lordship^s sense 
in this matter, and the reason on which he founds it. ^* 1 was 
carried to it (that is, the assertion about the example of Christ,) 
because I found that the Apostles did propose it in their d'rec- 
tions particularly applied to slaves, spoken to under that cha- 
racter ; and did not propose it in their directions to subjects, 
expressly spoken to as subjects." 

The argument, you see, is, that the Apostles, in speaking to 
slaves as slaves, applied the example to them. His lordship's 
expression here is something obscure ; but he must mean that 
the Apostles have urged the example of Christ to slaves as 
slaves, or else what he says is nothing to the point in hand. 

What his lordship means by this phrase (* as slaves') will ap- 
pear from his own explication of the same phrase in the other 
case : ** s, Christian who suffered merely as a Christian, suf- 
fered for something which he had peculiarly as he was a Chris- 
tian :" therefore to propose the example to slaves as slaves, is 
to propose it to them on account of something which they have 
. peculiarly as they are slaves. 

Now then we are come to a point, and I absolutely deny 
that St. Peter or any other Apostle proposes the example of 
Christ to slaves in this manner. St. Peter (the only Apostle 
expressly appealed to by his lordship) is so far from doing it, 
that he has industriously avoided it. He knew that the pro- 
fession of the gospel would expose servants to hard usage from 
hard unbelieving masters, therefore he tells them, * this is thank- 
worthy if a man for conscience towards God endure grief, suf- 
fering wrongfully.^ Here is now the kind and manner of suf- 
fering expressly described, to which St. Peter applies the ex- 
ample of Christ ; and what is there in it peculiar to slaves ? 
Does it belong to slaves peculiarly to endure grief for conscience* 
sake toward God? Have the martyrs and confessors of all 
times been slaves ? Or if they have not, how is this kind and 
manner of suffering peculiar to slaves ? St. Peter goes on : ' for 
what glory is it if, when ye be buffeted for your faults, ye shall 
take it patiently V But, says the Apostle, * if when you do 
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well, and suffer for it, ye take it patiently ; this is acceptable^ 
with God. For even hereunto were ye called ; because 
Christ/ &c. Here it is plain beyond contradiction that the 
sufferings to which St. Peter exhorts servants, and in the case 
of which he applies the example of Christ, are such sufferings 
as the gospel had called them to ; I ask his lordship whe- 
ther the gospel had called them to be slaves, or to suffer a^ 
slaves ? If not, then the example of Christ is not proposed to 
them by St. Peter as slaves, or as suffering slaves ; but pro- 
perly and peculiarly as Christians, suffering according to their 
call, for righteousness' sake. This will' appear farther by consi- 
dering the true import of these words — ' if when ye do well, 
and suffer for it, ye take it patiently.' What is here called ' taking 
it patiently,' is the very same thing as * enduring grief,' ver. 
19. : both the expressions {yro^kpeiv \vvat and ira^x'^^''^ ^'''^' 
fiiveip) signify a steady resolution and constancy of mind in 
bearing afflictions, a courage that rather chooses to suffer thaii 
to do wrong ; and not only, as an English reader perhaps may 
take it, a meekness and quietness under unavoidable evils. But 
you will say, can slaves choose whether they will suffer or no ? 
I answer, yes, when they suffer for righteousness' sake ; for it 
is evident that when a slave suffers for being a Christian, he has* 
it in his power by renouncing- Christianity to avoid suffering ; 
but if he, for conscience' sake towards God, chooses (vvw^i- 
peiv Xvwas, irderxovra vwofiiveiv) to * endure grief,' then it is that 
he does as he was called to do, and as his Saviour did before 
him ; then it is that the example of Christ is applicable to his 
sufferings. It is plainly to these circumstances in suffering 
that St. Peter applies the example of Christ, and therefore it is 
highly absurd to say that St. Peter proposes the example to 
slaves as slaves ; whereas he proposes it to them no otherwise 
than as the gospel has proposed to all mankind when they suffer 
for righteousness' sake, that is, as Christians. With respect to 
any other sort of suffering, I will be bold to say that the ex- 
ample is no more peculiarly fit for slaves than for men under 
the gout or the stone. Fit it is for all who suffer in some re- 
spect, as it may teach all patience and submission to the will of 
God ; but the peculiar and proper application of it belongs 
only to Christians suffering for righteousness' sake. 
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This account shows what it is to suffer as a Christian, of which 
his lordship seems to me to have no distinct notion ; and the 
case of St Paul, which has often been urged by his lordship, 
and is now urged by him, makes this account still harder to be 
understood. St. Paul, we are told, suffered as a subject, Acts 
xvi. 37. xxii. 2d. If he did, I must profess myself not to 
know what it is to suffer as a Christian ; for in both cases St. 
Paul suffered only for doing the work of an Apostle of Christ ; 
and that, one would willingly hope, is suffering as a Christian^ 
Well then, if St. Paul did in this case suffer as a Christian, why 
did he not endure grief without pleading his civil rights to 
exempt himself for it ? The reason is plain, because he could 
do it and did do it without departing from the truth of Christ ; 
and since he could avoid suffering witliout any prejudice to the 
cause of righteousness, he had liberty so to do. His lordship, 
I suppose, will not affirm that we ought to seek after sufferings, 
when we can enjoy our religion without them. 

The truth of the case is this. Where men suffer temporal evils 
for temporal causes ; where the contest is for power, honor, or 
wealth, or for rights, privileges, and property ; whatever they 
do or suffer in such causes, they do and suffer as men and sub- 
jects : nor is the example of Christ (nor his lordship's much- 
loved instance of St. Paul) a proper rule to adjust and deter- 
mine such cases and pretensions. And this is equally true 
with respect to subjects and slaves considered as such ; but 
where duty to God is the matter in question, and men have this 
only choice, either to suffer or to renounce their duty to God ; 
whoever in this case chooses to suffer for conscience' sake towards 
God, he is indeed a sufferer for righteousness' sake, he is a fol- 
lower of the blessed Jesus, be he either subject or slave. This, 
I say, is the truth of the case, and let his lordship, if he can, 
produce one text, one example of Scripture, or one good argu- 
ment to show that slaves any more than subjects have the ex- 
ample of Christ proposed to them, as peculiarly proper to their 
condition considered as slaves, and not as Christians suffering 
for righteousness' sake. What his lordship has already pro- 
due^ shall next be considered.. 

His lordship maintains that the way to ascertain the peculiar 
and proper application of Christ's example, is, not by consider- 
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ing what he really and truly and properly was, but by consi- 
dering what is said of him by Way of figure, allusion, or me« 
taphor. 

One of his lordship's reasons for his assertion was this: 
^' that the New Testament itself represents the humiliation of 
Christ by the condition of slaves." His lordship was not 
pleased to tell us where in the New Testament this was to be 
found. To such a general argument then, there was no way 
of replying but by an induction of particulars, and showing 
that our Lord was not so represented either in his birth, in his 
life, or in his suffering. This I undertook to do ; and the 
bishop now complains grievously that I did so ; and says that 
I ^' greatly mistake, or greatly injure him; that he never 
thought of representing our blessed Lord as really a slave," 
&c. When there is a scarcity of argument, a complaint is a 
good relief ; were it not so, his lordship would have had no 
occasion for it here ; for I never charged him with saying that 
our Lord was really a slave ; I answer directly to his affirma- 
tion, that the New Testament represents, &c. and show his 
lordship in all the great circumstances of our Saviour*s life and 
death, that no such representation id to be found. His lord- 
ship, instead of proving that there is such a representation to 
be found, amuses his reader with a complaint of mistakes and 
injuries ; and thus the reader is made angry, I am blamed, 
his lordship is pitied, and the argument is dropped. 

But let us try once more if we can have better luck. His 
lordship now (and in truth he did so before) denies '' that our 
Saviour was really a slave, or looked on himself as such, or 
any thing like to this." He has elsewhere told us that Christ 
was no king of this world. If therefore there was any thing 
real in his condition in this world, since he was neither king 
nor slave, he was really and truly and properly a subject to the 
civil power where he lived. 

But though he was really no slave, yet his lordship does 
insist on it, as the necessary foundation of his assertion, that his 
humiliation was represented by the condition of slaves. But 
then he tells that all this was figurative, and said only in a 
figurative style. So again : <' all this shows — that our Lord 
was said figuratively in his infinite condescension" (a fine ac- 
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6oQiit of infinite condescension, that it consisted in figures and 
tropes) ^' to take on him the form of a slave," This same ac- 
count is often repeated. 

Now then let us see what is the original assertion which is 
to be supported by this argument ; was it not this, that the 
example of Christ is much more peculiarly fit to be urged to 
slaves than subjects ? Lay all this together then. 

Christ was really no slave, but really and truly as to his 
condition in this world a subject. 

But his infinite condescension is described by figures, allu- 
sions, or metaphors taken from the condition of slaves. 

Therefore his example is much more peculiarly fit for slaves 
than for subjects. 

By the same argument you may prove that our Lord's ex- 
ample is much more peculiarly fit for such as keep sheep than 
for the preachers of the gospel. For Christ was really a 
preacher of the gospel ; but he is by way of figure represented 
as a shepherd ; therefore his example is much more peculiarly 
fit for shepherds than for preachers of the gospel. 

I am sorry to find that his lordship reckons that our Saviour 
took oil him the form of a servant (which is St. Paul's expres- 
sion, Phil, ii.) figuratively : the consequence, I fear, must be 
that he had the form of God figuratively too ; for I think there 
is no doubt but that the two expressions ( fiop^i) ©eov and 
/iopiprl bovXov) both signify something real, or both something 
figurative. Perhaps his lordship did not attend to this conse- 
quence, and I do not charge it to his account. 

On this text of the Philippians I had observed that the form 
of a .servant being opposed to the form of God, denoted that 
form or character of servitude by which every creature is essen- 
tially distinguished from the Creator, and not any servitude 
peculiar to any one condition of life. This must needs be, if 
by taking on him the form of a servant we understand, as all 
writers except Socinians do understand, that the Word was in- 
carnate, and became man ; for by becoming man he became no 
otherwise a servant than as all men are servants ; and who are 
all men bound to serve but only God ? On this foot there is 
a gradual descent in the Apostle's representation of our lord's 
humility. Being in the form of God, he took the form of a 
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servant, and that not the highest form neither, for he was made 
in 4^he likeness of men ; and being man, he sul^mitted to death, 
nay, to the worst kind of death, the death of the cross. But 
according to his lordship's exposition, the Apostle first reduces 
him to a servile condition, then raises him again to the common 
condition of men, in order to lower him again to the death of 
the cross. I do not intend to enter into a nice discussion of this 
text. Let the reader consult Bishop Bull or Bishop Peartk>n, 
and he will find that I have said nothing new on this text. 
The latter thus expresses the sense I gave of the Apostle's 
words. ^* When he (our Lord) appeared in public, he lived 
after the manner of a prophet, and a doctor sent from God, 
accompanied with a family, as it were, of his Apostles, whose 
master he professed himself, subject to the commands of no 
man in that office, and obedient only unto God. The form 
then of a servant, which he took on him, must consist in some- 
thing distinct from his sufferings, or submission unto men ; as 
the condition in which he was when he so submitted and so 
suffered." The judicious Mr. Sykes quotes this very page of 
Bishop Pearson, and tells us '' that the bishop never once inti- 
mates the meaning of them (that is, of these words, the form of 
a servant) to be as signifying the servant of God :" and yet in 
the very passage he quotes, the form of a servant is expounded 
by the likeness of men. 'Let this worthy person then tell us, 
what is that servitude which every man is under, and which 
yet respects another master besides God. 

p!is lordship in this argument has often repeated it as of 
moment to his cause that our Saviour's condition is not repre- 
sented by the estate of subjects ; that the illustration of his 
humility is not taken from the condition of a civil subject. But 
since his lordship has now been so good as to answer this diffi- 
culty himself, I beg leave to transcribe his words : * ' certainly our 
blessed Lord's condition or behavior may be thus represented 
(that is, by the condition of slaves) ; and yet this representa- 
tion be far from being designed to extend to it in all respects. 
It cannot be thus figuratively represented, without the constant 
supposition of its not being really so." 

If therefore the representation or illustration of a man*s con- 
dition is taken from some condition which is not the man's 
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real condition, it is evident why our Lord's condition is not 
illustrated by representations taken from the estate of sub* 
jects, because his real condition was that of a subject. And this« 
I hope, I may call a good answer, since it is his lordship's own« 
There is one argument more which indeed I did not expect 
from his lordship. I was told before that the calumny would 
fall on the Apostles, and the reproach would reach St. Paul : 
this, however, is pretty well over. But now I am told that 
the reproof will fall on the Bishop of Rochester, of whom his 
lordship is now become a great admirer. 



Quod Divum promittere nemo 



Anderet, volvenda dies en attulit uitro ! 

The Bishop of Rochester (whose name wants not the sup- 
port of any epithets from his lordship's hand or from mine) 
cannot, I think, but have the same resentment of his lordship*s 
new- favors to him that all the world besides has. It was out 
of respect to his name that I industriously avoided to bring him 
into diis controversy, that I might not renew the memory of 
the treatment he had found, or expose him again to an indigna- 
tion which knew no bounds. 

But since the Bishop of Bangor is now particularly content 
to suffer in such good company, 1 must beg of him to consider 
what an unhappy choice he has made, not in my judgment in- 
deed, but in his own. Let him call to mind his own censure of 
Dr. Atterbury in this very case, in which he now desires to 
suffer with him : his lordship, I suppose, may have forgotten it, 
and therefore I shall present him with his own words : ** Yet 
is this example still triumphantly urged in this controversy, but 
ever without taking notice of what has been said on it, and 
without considering what injustice is done to that blessed and 
glorious person whose example it is. I pray God forgive those 
who make use of it." Thus did Mr. Hoadley accuse Dr. At- 
terbury; but now it seems the Bishop of Bangor is very desirous 
to suffer in company with the Bishop of Rochester ; and to 
avoid my censure, he is very earnest to fall under his own. I 
tell the bishop that his assertion will make the ears of a Chris- 
tian tingle ; he tells Dr. Atterbury that he does great injus- 
tice to our blessed Lord ; and immediately lifting up his hands 
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and eyes, in print he prays God to forgive him. Where now 
is the difference, unless it be in this only ? My charge is plain 
speaking ; his lordship's is put into a form of prayer ; the cen- 
sure is heightened by the devotion, and made ten times more 
mischievous by being conveyed under the sweet odors of Chris- 
tian charity. 

But how his lordship can pretend that his assertion about the 
example of Christ, and the Bishop of Rochester's, are alike, 
is another surprise. The Bishop of Rochester's words are 
these : ** Christi exemplo quasi ob oculos posito ; quod certe ad 
miseram subditorum quam servorum conditionem propius ac- 
cedit : non enim privati cujuspiam domini jussu, sed summi 
magistratus nutu, flagris caesus, ludibrio habitus, colaphis per- 
cussus, morti addictus est Ohristus. Exemplum itaque subdi- 
tis potissimum utile reliquit, ut sequerentur vestigia ejus." Con. 
ad Cler. p. 18. 

It is plain liere, 1. that the Bishop of Rochester does not 
apply the example to subjects chiej9y as subjects; for he applies 
to them not merely as subjects, but as suffering subjects ; and 
that he reasons in a natural way, and says the example of 
Christ is of use to those chiefly who are in the circumstances in 
which our Lord himself was. 

But the Bishop of Bangor argues in a way the reverse to 
this, and says the example is much more peculiarly fit for those 
whose condition our Lord never was in, unless byway of figure 
or allusion ; for he truly was a subject, and suffered in that 
capacity. 

2. The Bishop of Rochester's position has nothing shocking ; 
there is nothing offensive in saying that Christ's example is of 
use to subjects chiefly. 

But the Bishop of Bangor's assertion is in this respect of ano- 
ther kindi 

3. No ill use can be made of the Bishop of Rochester's as- 
sertion : slavery is now no more among Christians, in these 
parts of the world at least ; he therefore who says.the example 
is of use to subjects chiefly, says that it is of use chiefly to all 
Christians now in being. 

But the Bishop of Bangor, who says it is much more pe- 
culiieirly fit for slaves, does in effect say that it is much more 
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peculiarly fit for that sort of Christians who are now ceased 
from among men, than 'for any who are left in being. 

4. No Christian can exempt himself from the obligation 
of following the example of Christ by what the Bishop of 
Rochester says of it. 

But any refractory perverse Christian may apply the Bishop 
of Bangor's assertion to ill purposes ; and when he is urged 
with the example of Christ, he may reply that he is a subject, 
and the example is much moire peculiarly fit for slaves. 

Thus the case stands in the comparison, and let the reader 
judge whether both assertions are alike. As to the nature and 
use of the example I have already declared my mind, and I see 
no reason to altet it. 

But the learning of this controversy is still behind. I wish 
the little Greek which I had occasion to use had been less offen- 
sive to his lordship ; and that he had not found it neces- 
sary twice in one page to remind the reader that the dean had 
Stephens' Thesaurus before him. His lordship, I do perceive, 
wants no such assistance ; in all the Greek he has quoted, I 
find no signs of his ever having any lexicon before him. But 
I will give his lordship no offence, and will only show that his 
observations do not reach the point in dispute. 

I observed from the natural signification of the word ohiraty 
that St. Peter had not slaves peculiarly in his lordship's sense 
before him ; that is, he did not speak merely to such as were 
bought for the service of their master, but to all whether bought, 
hired, or born in the family; to all who were under subjection, 
by whatever ties they were so, to the master of the house. To 
■support this, I observed farther, that as the Apostle had in 
speaking to these made choice of a word properly denoting the. 
governed part of a family ; so in speaking of masters also, he 
chose a word properly denoting the masters of a family; that 
is, he called them beaworat, not xvpioi. His lordship considers 
this last observation first, and wonders I did not avoid it, be- 
cause i€tnr6rris, he says, imports a higher power than Kvpio$, I 
wish his lordship had given us his evidence for this. But be 
that as it will, let the words imply severally what power you 
please, I still affirm that ie9T6rfis is properly and in common 
language the master of a family. It is indeed sometimes trans- 
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lated to other purposes: kings are called ieoiroTat, because 
kingdoms are considered as great fatuities ; and kingly goTem- 
ment arose from paternal governuient. So God is sometimes 
termed bearortisy because the whole world is the house or family 
<^ God. But Kvpios is not peculiar to domestic goyernment, 
and carries in it the notion of a full and absolute power and 
authority over either persons or things ; as appears so frequently 
in the best writers, that there is no occasion to produce in- 
stances. And here his lordship's learned and judicious friend 
Mr. Sykes, happily mistaking my meaning, has confirmed what 
I said ; for he tells us that Seair&rris is the proper correlate to 
oiV^ri^s. He has produced indeed a lame proof for his opinion ; 
but his assertion is right, though he was led into it by one mis- 
take, and justifies it by another. 

The next thing his lordship finds fault with is, my saying that 
oiKirris signifies domestics of all sorts, and. not slaves peculiarly. 
His lordship here has been at some pains to produce instances 
where ocicerijs does signify a slave. But what is this to me ? I 
never said it did not. What I affirmed was, that it did not 
signify slaves only, peculiarly, but others also. So that his 
lordship's instances are nothing to the purpose, but his judg- 
ment is ; for he thinks that oiiceVi^s '^ is used for a slave without 
any variation in profane authors." Were it a point worth 
taking pains about, I might, I believe, produce twenty authors 
who have used it for domestics of all sorts ; but I will content 
myself with such authorities as have readily offered themselves, 
, In theeighth book of Herodotus, (p. 473. edit. Gronov.) you have 
an account of the naval force of Greece set out to encounter 
Xerxes ; the Plataeans were absent, being employed in trans- 
• porting their families to a secure place. Oi HXaraiees ano^avret 
€$ rrly vepairiy rrjs Bocwr/iys ^(^prfs, npos eKKOfiibfjv erpairovro twv 
otjcercbiv. In such cases, I suppose, men do not use to take care 
cS their slaves only, and therefore the oiic^rat must include do- 
mestics of all sorts. So again, p. 478. ^//i*e<s /uev uts ^x^fiey 
iiva\afi6vT€i roi^s ohiTas KOfit€Vfieda is 2/piv riiv ev *lTa\iy. These 
mK€Tai were in the page before expressly said to be r^icva re ko^ 
yvyalKes, their wives and children. Again, p. 403. in the story 
of Hermotimus and Panionius, there is an undeniable instance 
of the same use of the word. Hermotimus persuades Panic* 
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hius to remove his family, rovs oiKerat, Panionius consents, an4 
the historian tells us that he did accordingly remove ra rixya 
KOI ri^v yvvaiKOf his children and his wife. 

The next I will produce is Xenophon, who in the fourth book 
de Exped. Cyri, (p. 333. Edit, per Leuncl. 1625.) twice uses 
the word in this large sense. One passage is ^is : To\f$ bk 
oUiras caraXe/irec rf Kw/uaf»X9» '^^^ rod viov &^i iifiaaKOPTOt, 
All the oixiTQi were left, you see, except only the son ; the son 
therefore is reckoned among the oUerai. His lordship may see 
another passage in the very first page of the Cyropsedia ; and 
I have before me three or four more to the same purposcj but 
I will not burden the reader with quotations. 

Aristophanes has the word in the same sense in the beginning 
of his Nubes — Oi b* olKirai pkyKouviv. Here the scholiast tells 
us — OiKiras bk vvy oh tovs Oepairoyras iiovov X^ycc, dXXa itavrat 
Tovs Kara Tfjy oik'iav,. 

The same use of the word occurs in Lucian : I will mention 
but one instance out of the first book of his Vera Historia, p. 
387. (folio) : op/irfieU bk awo r^s warplbos fAera iraiboi (cum filio) 
OI' Spare f koI ^XXwr woWwy olKerHy cTrXeov els *lTa\tav» 

As olKhfit is thus used by the best writers, so ohtriKos, derived 
from it, retains the same general signification. Dionys. Halicar. 
1. 3. p. 176. speaking of Tulius Hostilius, says, reXevra rovfiiov 
ifiWpriaOelaris Tfjs oiKlas — Koi avv aWf yvvri avoWvrai^ icai o £lXXof 
&ir€Ls oUeriKos oxXos, The wife being here reckoned as part of 
the oUertKos oxXos, it is evident the expression takes in all the 
ibmily, and not merely such as were slaves. 

His lordship perhaps may object that St. Peter's style was 
noi formed on such writers as these ; I beg leave therefore to 
tell him from Athenaeus, that the word had the same use in 
oommon speech ; on bk ohirns earlv 6 Kara r^v otKiav biarplflwv, 
K^y eXevdepoi ^, Koiydy, lib. 6. p. 267. 

These authorities, I hope, may reconcile his lordship a little 
to the etymologists and commentators, and incline him to be- 
lieve that they are not altogether so impertinent and unsup- 
ported in what they say as he thought they were. 

His lordship observes farther that in St. Peter's application 
of Christ's example to them, (that is, slaves,) the expression (he 
should haye said one expression) made use of is> ' By vhoaa 
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Stripes, 6i rf fi&\wwt, ye were healed ;' and he seems to think 
that the word stripes has reference to the common punishment 
of slaves. But why so ? Were only slaves healed hy our 
Lord's stripes ? And if others were no less, how can this ex- 
pression relate to slaves particularly ? But the misfortune is, 
that this expression is not originally St. Peter's, but is quoted 
by him from the liii. of Isaiah, where surely it had no particu- 
lar relation to slaves. And if his lordship will look into the 
Greek Concordance for h4pt^ and irXiyyi), he will fipd that stripes 
were not only used by masters as the punishment of slaves, but 
what Christians were taught to expect, and which the Apostles 
frequently underwent, and St. Paul in particular, who says of 
himself, that he was ev TtXriyals virepfiaXKovTUfs, 2 Cor. xi. 23. 
His lordship too may find that KoXa^/^o/iai is used by the same 
Apostle to express his own sufferings and those of the other 
Apostles, 1 Cor. iv« 11. 

His lordship at p. 77. returns to criticism again, and obliges 
us with an account of the foundation of figures of speech; the 
upshot of which is with respect to the present argument, that 
wherever ^ovXos is used, it signifies a slave properly so called, 
whether in common language or in figurative language : the 
criticism which his lordship has ventured at (as he expresses 
himself) he will find very hard to make good. But to keep to 
the point before us. That hovXot signifies always in common 
language a slave properly so called, I can by no means allow ; 
whoever serves another (SovXevei) in any degree, is so far bov- 
Xof, whether he be his slave, his hired servant, his son, his 
freedman, his relation, or his friend. In all these senses I find 
the word used without any suspicion of a figure lurking in the 
expression. /^ovXeveiy bi* dydn-iys is natural proper language in 
Greek, as much as to serve a man out of love or friendship is 
proper English ; and both may be used without supposing that 
ever there was such a thing as slavery in the world. Let me 
add that if his lordship's observation is just, that wherever 
bovXos, or which is the same thing in Latin, servus is used, it 
sonifies a slave properly, that is, one bought or taken captive ; 
that then by parity of reason dominus, the correlate to servus^ 
must signify, whenever it is used, one who is properly lord and 
master of another ; that is, one who either took him captive or 
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bought him. Now dominus, as his lordship will find, is used 
by the best writers, not only of kings with respect to subjects, 
and masters to servants, but of any superiors to inferiors ; of 
husbands to wives ; of parents to children ; of teachers to scho- 
lars ; nay of equals, of brothers to brothers, and of one person 
to another in the civility of common conversation, and sometimes 
even of servants to masters. I leave it to his lordship to apply 
his criticism in all these cases, and to show that dominus signi- 
fies lord and master properly so called ; and when he has jus- 
tified his criticism throughout the uses of this single word, I 
will readily allow it him in any other. 

I am sorry indeed to see the use his lordship makes of his 
criticism ; and though I would not willingly offend him again, 
yet I cannot but observe how ready he is to introduce new 
language into Christianity in support of his assertion, when he 
tells us that *' he who, being a freeman with respect to civil 
rights, is converted into Christianity, becomes the slave of. 
Christ." This is indeed a very strong figure, and must be di- 
luted by a very gentle exposition. I should be glad to hear 
a good reason from his lordship for his not rendering ^ovXos by. 
the word servant, and for our translators not rendering it by 
the word slave, as his lordship knows they never do.; and for 
which, it is presumed, men of their great learning saW very 
good reason. 

But I must take leave of the bishop for a while, to pay my 
respects to one who is, in his lordship's account, ** a very worthy, 
learned, and judicious writer,'' Mr. Sykes. This gentleman 
has thrust himself into this controversy to show the world that 
he is as good a Grecian as he is a reasoner, and that nothing 
is too hard for his digestion that conges from the hand of the 
Bishop of Bangor. Were not this the case, I think he would 
not have been in such haste to share with his lordship the 
honor of his assertion, ** that the example of Christ is much 
more peculiarly fit to be urged to slaves than to subjects." 

This gentleman's learning too is introduced with a sneer at 
Stephens' Thesaurus ; so that I perceive a lexicon is equally a 
jest with his lordship and his friend. But to make us amends*^ 
he refers us to Chrysippus for the usual signification of the 
words oiKtrqi and hovXoi : aud here in the heat of his Greek 
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forgetting the cause of his master^ who had asserted that SovXof 
signified a slave, and carried with it the same idea that dave 
now does,* this acute gentleman proves that ioffXot is not a 
slave, but one mudefree. As this notion of ^i/Xos is contrary 
to all use of language, and is truly stoical, so the authority on 
which it is grounded is that of the Stoic Chrysippus, (though 
possibly that might be more than Mr. Sykes knew,) who well 
deserved the character which Tully gave of Zeno, non torn 
rerum inventor fuit quam novorum verhomm. He was so 
famous in this way, that Lucian, in raillery, allots fourscore 
years as necessary to be spent in the study of Chrysippus. 
The passage quoted by Mr. Sykes from the scholiast on Theo- 
critus, is this, SovXof Kai oiKirtis ^la^^pei, ws ^lyerc Xpvaiiriros* 
otKirris ftev 6 h-i vno KTfjtriv &v' bovXos be direXev0cpos. 

Mr. Sykes's translation of this passage is very extraordinary. 
Thus it stands : *' bovXos and oUiriis differ as Chrysippus says; 
ocreriys signifies one who is still part of the possession or estate 
of his master, but iovXos one made free." The subject and the 
predicate are here made to change places, which must be owing 
either to Mr. Sykes's skill in logic or in Greek; and by this 
means we are told that bovXot (a slave) signifies one made free, 
Mr. Sykes, I am sure, has made free with Chryisippus, who 
had too much sense to say what is now put into his mouth. 
The philosopher's assertion is, that a freed man (aneXevdepos) 
is still a servant, in respect to the service owing still to his 
master and patron. But Mr. Sykes makes him say that a 
slave signifies one made free ; and yet this judicious person had 
the true sense of the passage before him in English, and has in- 
serted it in the very same page of his learned performance 
which is beautified with this accurate translation. But as to 
Chrysippus's notion, it is more fully reported by Athenaeus, 1. 
6. p. 267. biaifipetv bk fritrt Xpvo'iiriros bovXov oUiroVf ypAt^tiv 
er bevripf xepi ofjLovoiaSt bia to rovi aneXevdipovs fiky, boiuiXovs 
^Ti e7va(, OiKiras bi [tovs] /117, rrjs xriiaews atl>€ifiivovs' 6 yap oic^- 
riys ^rjtri bovXos can xtfivei Kararerayixivos, I have distinguished 
the words as they ought to be read, leaving out the [rous]. The 
sense is, that freed men are still bovXoi^ but not oiKkraiy being 
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no longer in possession of their masters. Now if any weight 
were to be laid on this authority, it is plainly not on that side 
for which Mr. Sykes produces it; for, firsts it is evident that 
Chiysippus considers the word olKirrfs in one sense of it only, 
as it signified a domestic servant ; had the word been capable 
o# twenty more significations, yet in stating the difi^erenoe 
between the several sorts of servitude, no other sense could 
have come under consideration. There is nothing then in this 
passage to show that ohirris never signifies any thing but a 
slave. Secondly, it is evident that bovkos is not by this writer 
cotifined to signify a slave strictly Speaking ; for the very notioil 
of ttireXeiidepos, a fireed man, is, that he is freed from servitude 
strictly speaking. The stoics, as we learn from Diogenes Laer- 
tins in the life of Zeno, reckoned three sorts of servitude : the 
second was ev vworalei, the third ey Krfitrti koI vtrora^ei; of 
these two sorts Chrysippus here speaks. His freed man was 
still ey virora^ei, being obliged to some services to his patron ; 
biit the ohirris was one actually of the family, and not only in 
subjection, but likewise in the possession of his master, and 
had his name froiii his necessary relation to his master's house. 
But the truth is as I have already hinted it to be. It wa» a 
stoical notion that all excepto sapiente were tovXoi ; and to 
justify their doctrine, the stoics refined mightily on the word 
bovXos. So likewise they taught that their wise man was /Sa^c- 
XevF, a king ; and if I should say that fiatriXevs signifies one 
who ruled over a country, Mr. Sykes might with as good rea- 
son tell me I was mistaken, and quote Zeno or Chrysippus to 
prove that fiatTtXevs properly signifies a wise man. But be 
it as it will, if Chrysippus's authority be good, it is good 
against the bishop and Mr. Sykes ; if it be not good, then it 
is nothing at all to the purpose. 

Mr. Sykes in his next piece of learning was a little unhappy ; 
he met, I suppose, in the index to Grotius, with otjcercici) iiade" 
tris, and the reference unluckily led him to the third of 'the 
Maccabees, (not Macchabees, as he spells it,) which happen- 
ing not to be translated either in our English Bible, or in the 
vulgar Latin, Mr. Sykes was hard put to it for a nominative 
case to his verb ; and searching after it, he mistook Antiochus 
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for Ptolemy Philopater, and so fathers the story on Antiochus* 
who had nothing to do in it. 

The third essay is still worse than the two first. He. quotes:- 
Ammonius for these words, hovXoi xal ohirai buifipovtri* AoS* 
Xoc /ucv yap elffi Koi oi twv fiiovupf koI wapres oi vTrorerayfAivoi. 
vvb fiaaCKia. Oicerac hk heavoTQv, And he translates them 
thus : ''all that are servants of a king, even those that are the 
ministers of his pleasures, are called hovXoi, but ouerac are 
the slaves of lords.'' One would hardly think that so many 
blunders could be crowded into so few words. First, he takes 
vvoTtrayyikvoi vvo fiaaCKia to be ' servants of a king,' that is, such 
as are in his immediate service, as is plain by his adding " even 
those that are the ministers of his pleasures." 2. He inverts the 
order, and makes oe rHv ^hovdy follow the ical iravresj &c. as if 
contained under it. 3. Oi r&y fiboyHy are the ministers of the. 
king's pleasures. 4. The word slaves after ohirai is his own 
addition. 5. He renders heavoTuv lords. The true meaning 
of Ammonius is this : the word bovXoi is used (not only of the 
servants of masters) but of those also who are slaves to their 
pleasures, and of all who are in subjection to a king ; but oixi^ 
rai is always relative to heofrorai. Thomas Magister has given 
us the same account of the two words, bovXoi oi rais fibovals 
KaTO\oi, Koi viroraffffOfAevoi fiatriXcvoiv olKirai bk beaworuv. Here 
the sense is, if possible, more clearly expressed ; and if Mr. 
Sykes had had any acquaintance with the classic writers or 
ancient philosophers, he would have known the meaning of 
iovXoi fibovuv. His stoic Chrysippus particularly would have 
told him that all but their wise men are slaves, because they 
are slaves to their passions and pleasures. But these slaves 
to their own passions are in such favor with Mr. Sykes, that 
he has preferred them all to court, and made them ministers to 
a king. 

Again, ol virorerayfAivoi vwo PaaiXea are not servants about 
a kmg, but such as are in subjection to a king ; and the word 
bovXoi is perpetually used by Greek writers in this sense. And 
in opposition to monarchical government, those who lived under 
other forms were called free, kXevdepoi. Thus Herodotus, in 
the yery beginning of his history, tells us that Croesus was fiap-. 



^opwK -wpiim, who made (some of) the Greeks tribnlory-^br 
before his time, ravret ^aar t^tiiOepoi, ' they were all free.' The 
same notion was common among the Latin frriteni ; the very 
fint line in Tacitus has it, urbe» Romam a prineipio reget ha- 
hure. Libertatem et contulatum L. Bmtiu inttiluit. Had 
Mr. Sf kes had any knowlege of this, be would not have 
crowded bis king with as many servants as he bad subjects. 

But oWirai are ' the slaves of lords.' Mr. Sykes is still 
himself; and we are beholden to him now for lords, as we 
were before for the king's ministers. What Ammoaius means 
is this, that o'lKirat always have relation to itcndrat ; you can- 
not transfer the word to any tiling else ; you cannot say oltirai 
iiorttv. you cannot call those who are under kingly govern- 
ment olxirixi. /3affiXtw( ; but whenever oitiriii is used, it always 
has relation to icffTdrqi, and therefore ita^oT-iis must needs 
resign the patent of honor which Mr. Sykes has granted 
him ; for we know very well tJiat every master of a bouse, 
whatever his quality be, is itewoTijt, and his servant, whether 
bought or hired, or bora in his family, is nic^rqi. 

l^e next passage is from Tbeophilus, lib. iii. tit 18. dt Mti~ 
pulalione tettorum. Instead of this passage ill applied, and 
yet much worse translated by Mr. Sykes, I will give him an- 
other JTom Tbeophilus in lieu of his from Chrysippus. Tbeo- 
philus having divided men into bovKoi and tXtiiOtpot, says the 
iXevOtpot are either ciiytvtXi or ArtXtidtpw, lib. i. tit. 3. Let 
Mr. Sykes now compare the stoic and the civilian, and tell us 
whether the artXtidrpoi for the future shall be with faim slaves 
or no. For myself, I have determined tiiis point, that when 
the two words, bovXot and &rt\t{iBrpot, are opposed, i«v\ot 
does signify in the Strict sense a slave ; but when ioiiXot is pre- 
dicated of AreXtiBepos, it is only in respect to the small service 
be was still under, which was so littje, that I shall always think 
that none but a stoic would have said on the account of it, that 
a freedman was still ioS\os. 

But our learned and jadiciout author goes on, and the next 
psassge has in it such a due proportion of Greek and logic, 
iha.t it is hard to say which is most to be commended, his learn- 
ing or his judgment. I must remind the reader that I had 
taken notice that St. Peter's oUirai did not mean only slaves 
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properly so called, but domestics ;- and therefore he called the 
masters, not Kiiptoi, but betrvoraiy beavoTat beingvthe proper corr 
relate to dikerai, as it signifies domestics. 

This, Mr. Sykes tells us, is one blunder made worse by ano- 
ther. How so, I beseech you ? Why, mind his reasons : beevo- 
Tfis, he' says, is the proper correlate to oiKerris, I daresay this 
worthy gentleman did not blunder on purpose that he might be 
on my side'; and therefore I would advise him not to write 
again till he knows his side ; Quod opust me advocato ? qui 
utri Sim advocatus nescio. The quotation from Ammonius 
which follows this shrewd remark is nothing to the purpose ; 
for though it is brought to prove that beoiroTris is the proper 
correlate to ou^ri^s, yet there is no mention of oUirris in it. 
^eavorris 6 twv ' apy vptaviiTtav, koX Kvpios, The last words koI kv^ 
piot seem to have nothing to do here ; so that I think Mr. 
Sykes may take home his lord once more. But then that 
worthy person supposes apyvpwvriTOi and ohirai to be the same, 
which is begging the question. All the apyvpwvriToi were oiic^- 
rat, and therefore it was proper to say heaworris apyvpbtviiTwv ; 
but all the oiicerac wore not apyvpwvriTot, 

But for once I am willing to help Mr. Sykes, and let him 
know how he might have made the quotation to his purpose ; 
by showing that Ammonius by apyvp^vriToi did probably mear 
oiKkrai, since in another place, according to him, oiKkrus, is c 
hov\os b wvfiTos ; not that it can from hence be inferred, as 1 
have said, that all ok^rai are apyvp^vrfoiy though all apyvp^vfi- 
Toi were oUiTai, 

It follows in the quotation, Kvpios he Kal varrip viov, koi ai/ros 
TLs iavTov' which Mr. Sykes renders thus, ' but even a father is 
said to be Kvpios of his son ; and a man,^ &c. Even a father I 
Why who should be icvpios of a son, if hot a father ? Why then 
even a father ? As if a father had less to do with his own son 
than another. We had once before the same mistake; even 
those that are the ministers of his pleasures. If Mr. Sykes 
does not know how to construe two Kal that come together, I 
think he should give over Greek ; and yet this great accuracy 
is followed by a smart wipe for Stephens' Thesaurus ; but if he 
had looked into it, he would have found, uftt kqI bis ponitUf\ 
prius abundat; not that this rule is always without exceptioni 
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And now let .the. reader, judge, whiether this learned person has 
not more occasion to use a lexicon than to laugh at one. 

The reader must have observed. that iovXos was in high favor 
with Mr. Sykes a little while ago, and signified nothing le^s 
than * one made free.'. But within a page or two he is again 
' the very lowest of all ;' . and this too is founded on such a 
piece of criticism as is a plain demonstration . how much .he 
hates a lexicon. I had observed that bovXos and bictKovos were 
used in the tenth of St. Mark as equivalent words; but ,Mr, 
Sykes says, ^' if words can express a difference, there is a plain 
one." The words are these, ver. 43. 44. 45. os lav 6i\^ ytvia- 
Qai fiiyas kv h/uv, iarai biaKoyos vfi&y, Kal os av diXy vfxCiv. 
yeveadanrpwros, iaTai^Tcdyrwy ,tov\os. Kai yap 6 vlot rov ay- 
df}unrov ovK IjKde iiaKoyrfiriyai, dXXa biaKoytjffai, What says Mr. 
Sykes now ? Why, he affirms that the same difference as there 
is between great (jjiiyas) ^nd chief est (wpwros), there is likewise 
between bovXos and biaKoyos, lowest and low : if any will be 
great, let him be biaKovos ; if greatest, let him be bov\o$f the 
very lowest of all. Acumen hominis ! But if he liked this, anti- 
thesis, he should have placed it where it truly lies on the word 
-Kavriay : he that will be greatest (of all), let him be irdyriav 
bovXos, a servant to all. There had been something in this : 
but his present criticism is absurd, and contradicts the language 
of St. Mark in the chapter before, where the same thing is thus 
expressed, €i ris OiXei irputTos eTvat, itrrai travTfoy eo')^arof, ica2 
wdyTbtv biaKoyof ix. 35. where frdyrbiybidKoyos answers directly to 
TrdvTwv bovXoSf in the tenth chapter ; so that now I hope bovXos 
and bicLKoyos will pass with Mr. Sykes for words equivalent in 
St. Mark, a.t least. 

This worthy person has bestowed hard words on me in his 
English as well as in his Greek: among other things he jias 
charged me with a nameless book, but without showing any. 
more authority for so doing, than he had to charge Antiochusn 
with the persecution of the Jews in the third of the Maccabees. 
Once more I bid this gentleman adieu, and he is now again. 9,t 
liberty to write, without being interrupted by me, what he 
pleases, and in what language he pleases; though if I slight 
advise him, he should not meddle in. Greek again till he ha% 
conquered his aversion to a lexicon. 
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. I retttrn to his lordship, in whose last performance I found 
so many hard things said of me, so many contradictions and 
absurdities laid to my charge, that I have been often tempted, 
and am still, to do myself justice, and to show the world — 
but still it recurs to my thoughts, what cares the world for all 
this ? I am now sensible that those few words in Terence, which 
I learned when I was a boy, populu* id curat scilicet, have 
spoiled me for a writer of controversy. 

I shall only then thank his lordship for one explication he 
has given us, and desire him, the next opportunity he has, to 
give us one more. I thank him for telling me that when he 
intimated that I had a trust reposed in me, he only meant that 
I had undertaken particularly for myself, without imputing to 
me by that expression any dishonesty in so doing, or so much 
as implying that I was moved to it by personal resentment. 
His lordship says, all this by a very easy and natural figure of 
speech may be said to be a trust reposed in me ; I wish his 
lordship would take this instance, and make good his criticism, 
that in figures of speech all words preserve their natural and 
plain signification : however, if his lordship is satisfied with 
this explication, £ am. 

The new explication which I would desire is of a passage in 
p. 97- "And for this my Preservative is quoted; a book 
which I truly thought he would rather have chosen not to hare 
named in this controversy, for some reasons which I need not 
mention to him." Now I profess to his lordship there was 
great need to mention to me these reasons, for in truth I am 
utterly a strainer to them. His lordship once before threat- 
ened us with a secret history ; I suppose these reasons may 
make a part of it, and I beg his lordship to produce it, and not 
to go on with insinuations that have no ground or foundation. 
If after this his lordship does not produce his secret history, I 
shall think myself at liberty to say that he dares not do it. 
• I now submit this part of the controversy to the reader's 
judgment : it shall not be in his lordship's power by misrepre- 
senting either my words or his own, to draw me into it again. 
Whatever his lordship may be, the world, I am persuaded^ is 
tired of such altercations, as I am sure I am. 
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SECTION I. 

Preliminary observations. A reason given for the bi- 
shop's resentment. Several very visible mistakes in the dean's 
Vindication discovered by his lordship ; these arranged under 
five heads. The bishop's first observation : *' When the corpo- 
ration act was made, many of those ministers, who afterwards 
dissented, were in possession of their livings, and had been de- 
clared by the king himself, but a few months before, to be per- 
sons full of zeal for the peace of church and state. Those par- 
ticular non-conformists, who were followers of these men, could 
hardly be designed so soon to be excluded from any offices 
merely in order to the preservation of the public peace," &c. 
The dean's answer to this. The bishop's second argument; 
viz. ** The test act was particularly and peculiarly levelled at 
papists, and not at non-conformists in general ; nor at all at 
protestant dissenters, against whom the dean now so strenuously 
urges it," <&c. This argument answered. Third observation : 
'' The exclusion of non-conformists of all sorts was not the 
c^tain intention of eitlier of these acts, and undoubtedly not of 
the latter:" this answered. His lordship's fourth reason, 
** that there could be no such resolution in the legislature as 
the dean mentions, because the receiving of the communion 
according to the usage of the church of England, cannot imply 
that the person who so receives it is well affected to the eccle- 
siastical establishment," &c. Reply to this observation^. Fifth 
and last observation qf the bishop on this head, ** that a true 



^8 SUMMARY. 

and real concern for the peace of church and state does not 
always imply in it so much as a conformity, in any one act of 
communion, with the church which happens to be established 
in any country," &c. The dean's answer to this. 

SECTION II. 

The second thing to be considered ; viz. whether receiving 
the sacrament according to the church of England, be a proper 
test to distinguish those who are and those who are not well 
affected to the established church. This shown to be so. Ob- 
jection made by the bishop, that many non-conformists do some- 
times receive in the church of England, and yet are not well 
affected to it. This argument stated to have been several times 
repeated, and instances adduced. Shown to be of no conse- 
quence at all with respect to the corporation act. Its fallacy 
exposed with regard to the test act :'to try the force of his lord- 
ship's reasoning, it is applied to a case. Another argument or 
article noticed, which appears four or five times in this section, 
against an observation of the dean, that receiving the sacra- 
m'ent, &c. was enjoined as the most probable evidence of a 
man's being sincerely well affected to the established church. 

SECTION III. 

This section stated to contain nothing which has not been 

^considered, except that in the title the word demonstration is 

to be ^et with iii different characters, a sure sign that there is 

.but very little to follow it. In order to this demonstration it is 

^said there were two methods of compassing the end which the 

dean ascribes to these iacts ; yet in the next page it is stated that 

these two must be joined together to make oiie effectual 

-method. Observations on the first method ; observations on the 

isecond* 
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SECTION IV. 

' Complaint of the bishop that the dean imputes to him, that 
he supposes barely receiving the sacrament to be the test re- 
quired by those acts. The dean's apology if he mistook his 
lordship. The dean had affirmed that the test lies chiefly on 
these words of the act, according to the usage and rites of the 
church of England? His lordship's remark on this ; the dean's 
answer. Another observation made by the dean was, that 
receiving the sacrament is not the qualification for an office 
within the intent of the act, but only the proof of it, &c. 
His lordship's remarks on this, with the dean's replies annexed. 
The bishop's original charge against these laws being, that they 
were an abuse of the sacrament, &c. the dean showed that they 
were not chargeable with so much impiety, &c. adding an ob- 
servation, the argument of which has been mistaken by the 
bishop : reply to this intentionally omitted. The bishop's next 
attack stated to be on the use made of two statutes of James I. 
Answers to his observations in both these cases. The dean 
indignantly repels all insinuations made against him as coun- 
terfeiting the laws of the land. Notice of a bill, passed in the 
first year of Queen Anne, for preventing occasional conformity ; 
whence it is evident that both Lords and Commons do agree 
that for any person to receive the sacrament for an office, and 
afterwards to resort to conventicles, was contrary to the intent 
and meaning of the laws requiring the sacramental test. A 
consideration of the state of dissenters before the toleration 
and since ; which will enable any one to determine this part 
of the controversy. 

SECTION V. 

That nothing might pass unanswered which fell from the 
dean's pen, his lordship is stated as giving a new meaning even 
to the occasional act. The dean had observed that *' when 
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the doctrine of occasional conformity for places prevailed, it 
broke in on the evidence required by the corporation and test 
acts, just as the doctrine of equivocation and mental reservation 
broke in on the evidence of an oath. In answer to this the 
bishop says, ^' that receivings in the church is no evidence of 
constant communion with it/' which has been already consi- 
dered : and he concludes ** that the act of occasionally re- 
ceiving gave the evidence required by the test act." The 
contrary to this has been asserted both by Lords and Commons^ 
in their preambles to an occasional bill, anno 1702. Con- 
cluding observations on this subject by the dean. 
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The reader perhaps may expect that I should say something 
in answer to the bishop's representation of me, as a great dealer 
in contradictions and self-murdering propositions^ as haying not 
only a tendency, but even a gravitation to inconsistency. But 
to enter into a justification of my own abilities is a work which 
I will never suffer his lordship to impose on me by the severest 
of his reflexions ; and he may write secure from the danger of 
a reply, when he brings a charge which cannot, consistently 
with the common rules of decency^ be either refuted or re* 
turned. 

I si^bmit therefore to my burden ; but it is with the satisfac** 
tion of seeing that his lordship's resentment is too strong to do 
much harm ; for whilst he discovers in every thing I say multi* 
tudes of self-contradictions and heaps of inconsistencies, he 
shows as plainly to what they are to be ascribed, as a man pro- 
claims his own distemper when he affirms all things about him 
to be yellow. I am not insensible of my own failings, and that 
I often want correction ; but that every step in the Vindication 
should be attended with palpable inconsistencies is not very re- 
concilable with its being the most plausible and ingenious 
defence that, his lordship thinks, has ever yet been published, 
&c. 

But though I can submit to his lordship's severity, when only 
my understanding is called in question, yet there are some 
things of another nature, to which £ desire to be heard a few 
words. One is a charge of personal rudeness. I had, in the 
Vindication of the Corporation and Test Acts, observed that 
the argument I was engaged in was such, that no man would 
have it in his power to suggest that I was bribed by the pros* 
pect of honors and preferments : I thought his lordship of all 
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men liviD^ the least liable to mistake my meaning, considering 
how lately I had been told by his friend Mr. Sykes, in a book 
which his lordship honored with a preface, that by the church 
I meant only the goods and reyenues of the church. But instead 
of this plain, natural, and true reference of the words, his lord- 
ship has drawn them into a reflexion on himself, and is pleased 
to suppose that I meant to insinuate that he was bribed by the 
prospect of preferments ; and on this imagination he grounds 
an appeal to my conscience, and a charge of personal rudeness. 
My conscience, I assure his lordship, tells me the words are 
innocent of the meaning laid to ' them ; and whatever my 
thoughts were as to his lordship*s inducements to begin and 
carry on this controversy in the manner he has done, yet in that 
paitoage I had no eye to them. Personal rudeness was indeed 
concerned in this matter ; but I am afraid his lordship's resent- 
ments will cool now he sees who is answerable for it. 
' The next is a charge still of a higher nature ; a charge in 
which his lordship is not principal, but appears only as a second 
to Mr. Peirce, whose words, he says, I have most grossly 
misunderstood and misrepresented, in a manner hardly ever seen 
before ; that being admonished, 1 still continued the abuse in all 
the editions of my book ; and though I have so little sense of 
shame for myself, his lordship adds that good and reasonable 
Christians will blush for me. 

Had his lordship been describing the most profligate degree 
of shamelessness, he could not, I think, have laid on stronger 
colors. I shall make no other return to this, which may justly 
be called unparalleled usage, than to show the reader what 
ground there is for it. Mr. Peirce, I suppose, will be allowed 
to know his own meaning as well as his lordship ; I will there- 
fore transcribe his own defence of himself, and leave it with a 
few observations to the reader's judgment. 

Mr. Peirce speaks thus :* — 

*' * Among the rest,' says the .dean, * Dr. Snape seems to 
have been in this mistake ; but by this time I presume he is 
convinced of his error, since Mr. Peirce has told him how highly 
aflfroilting to the dissenters such an opinion of them is.' And 

* Some Reflexions on Dean Sherlock's Vindication, p. 38. 
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here he cites wbat I say to the doctor — * How could you sug- 
gest that we do not so much as pretend the terms of your com- 
munion are sinful V Since the dean . has said nothing against 
this passage, I need not say any thing in defence of it. 

''Speaking then farther concerning me, he says; 'and he 
goes on to give instances of sinful terms of our communion ; and 
then,' in the name of all his brethren, he passes a judgment that 
makes the whole ecclesiastical constitution sinful ' — ' You may 
depend on it that the great body of the dissenters judge the 
terms of communion sinfully imposed.' 

"Which words I readily own, and. will justify, if there be 
occasion." 

Hitherto no harm is done, no misrepresentation complained 
of. Let us hear Mr. Peirce farther. 

" He (the dean) goes on, making this remark on my words : 
' This strikes not at one, or at many of our terms of commu- 
nion, but at the whole establishment.' All the unscriptural 
terms of communion, I grant, it strikes at. ' The foundation 
itself is sin, and nothing good can be raised on it.' 

' " If by the foundation he means the principle on which they 
act, namely, that they have power of adding terms of commu- 
nion over and above what Christ has appointed, I own the 
foundation is wrong, and nothing good can be raised on it ; how- 
ever there may by the same men on another and better founda- 
tion, the Scriptures. The superstructure is only so far evil, as 
it is not built on that foundation." 

In this pajragraph likewise we are still agreed. The foun- 
dation, that is, the principle on which the church acts in re- 
quiring any thing of its members not expressly required in 
Scripture, (as kneeling at the sacrament for instance,) is sin. 
This consequence Mr. Peirce owns and defends ; and I stand 
clear hitherto of any misrepresentation of his sense. 

It follows in Mr. Peirce. 

*' He adds : ' and therefore he very frankly and consistently 
declares, ' we rejoice to see the foundations shaken, and the 
fabric sinking, as we never doubted but it would some time or 
other.'' 

" This passage, as the dean has placed it, may easily be mis- 
applied by the reader. I therefore desire he would observe that 
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I am there speaking against people's betog led by an implicit 
faith in men ; and for their governing their faith and practice 
by the word of God as the only rule. I then tell the doctor, this 
is what we have always professed ; and I am much mistaken , if 
we are likely to be moved by any reasons you have brought to 
the contrary. We cannot see the cause of slavery thrives under 
your management, which is a mean defence against a noble and 
brave opposition. We rejoice to see the foundations shaken, 
&c. Nor can I see why the dean should be offended either 
with my hopes or triumphs, on the prevailing of true and gene- 
rous principles ; especially when it is under the management of 
so bright an ornament of his own communion." 

Here we begin to differ, and Mr. Peirce thinks his words 
may be misapplied as they are placed in my book : a very 
modest charge compared to the bishop's outcry ! But let us 
see what account Mr. Peirce gives us of the foundations he 
beheld shaken. 

He was speaking, he says, ** against people's being led by 
an implicit faith in men ; and for their governing their faith 
and practice by the word of God as the only rule ;" and he 
concludes that he cannot see why the dean should be 
offended either with his hopes or triumphs, on the prevailing of 
true and generous principles. 

It is to be observed here that Mr. Peirce changes the ideas 
quite ; which is not answering but shifting the charge. He 
was to tell us what he meant by rejoicing to see foundations 
shaken ; and he answers that he rejoices to see true princi- 
ples prevail. This is not to the purpose: the question is, 
what were the foundations which io his prophetic dream he 
beheld shaking, and what the ground of his joy in their ap- 
proaching ruin. Look into his first book, and you will find 
that churches, councils, and convocations, were the sinking 
fabrics. In the very passage from which I quoted his words, 
^ he is glad to see men seek to govern their &ith and practice, 
not by the great names of men, churches, councils, convoca- 
tions, or assemblies; but by the only rule, the word of God :" 
and he presently adds, ** we rejoice to see the foundations 
shaken, and the fabric sinking." What now was the fabric 
that was sinking ? Was it not the authority of men, churches, 



V-- — " ■ I. ^^ma^^ I I ^^nMM^^p«*i«i^a^p 



PREFACE. 85 

councils, and convocations; which, it seems, can no more pre- 
scribe rules for men's practice or behavior in the church Uian 
they can make a new faith 7 ^nd Mr. Peirce thinks the ge- 
nerous principle of refusing all obedience to churches, councils^ 
and convocations, is now prevailing *' under the management 
of a bright ornament of our own communion ;*' and tells us 
frankly, that he and his brethren the dissenters look on ** re- 
joicing to see the foundationg shaken, and the fabric sinking/' 
How right Mr. Peirce may be in his judgment of our weak 
and tottering condition, I will not inquire ; but I say again, 
what hopes, what triumphs are these ! 
. But let us attend to Mr. Peirce's farther complaints. 

*' ' But to go on,' adds the dean, * he charges the church with 
persecution ;' I wish there was no cause for the charge ; * and 
all who differ from the Bishop of Bangor in the present con- 
troversy as maintainers of it.' Nor has the dean been able to 
prove they are not. 

'* * Agreeably to which he represents the dissenters as the 
holy remnant that have not bowed the knee to Baal : so that 
the church of England in this comparison (and should seem 
therefore in this gentleman's opinion) is an idolatress, and her 
priests are the priests of Baal.' 

** This is not a just representation of my sense ; though I do 
not much complain of him, since he has used me much better 
than he has the Bishop of Bangor. Those words have no re- 
lation to the church of England in particular. The case is thus : 
Mr. Pillouiere had complained of the smallness of the num- 
ber of those protestants in general, who had gone on the true 
and only defensible principle of the reformation, that is, who 
were against persecution ; and among others, he seemed to me 
to reckon the dissenters to be friends to persecution. He ex- 
pressed likewise his judgment that the extreme smallness of 
the number of those who were for toleration and against per- 
secution, was the only reason why the reformed religion did 
not more prevail in the world. Now when I had asserted that 
the dissenters declared for toleration, I added, * and I hope it 
will be a comfort to him, who complains of the smallness of 
the number of those who go on l&e true and only defensible 
ground of the reformation, to hear that God has reserved to 
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liimself, I do not say seven, but many times 'seven thousand 
ivrho have not bowedthe knee, i&c' I did not so much as put 
in the word Baal ; and when it.is added, it is evident that only 
.persecution (which is a great idol with some men) is compared 
with Baal. And as one half of those whom Mr. Pilloniere 
commends as being against persecution, are of the church of 
-England, and must be manifestly joined with those who have' 
not bowed the knee^ so the charge cannot be understood as 
brought against the church of England in general, but only 
against those in that or any other church who are for persecu- 
tion. And therefore his complaint of me here, and again, p. 
43. where he renews it, is wholly groundless.'' * 

I have inserted this passage at large, that I may be sure of 
not injuring Mr. Peirce. And now I desire the reader to ob- 
serve,!, that Mr. Peirce does not deny that he charged 
the church of England with persecution. 2. He owns that 
in his comparison, the idol persecution is meant by Baal. 
This is all that I charged him with, and this is all confessed : 
it remains only to be considered what ground there was for the 
consequence I deduced from these positions, namely, that this 
comparison represented the church of England as an idolatress, 
and her priests as the priests of Baal. If in this I drew a false 
consequence, I should be glad to have it shown to be so by Mr. 
Peirce, or the bishop for him. The consequence stands thus : 

The priests of that church which sets up an idol, are priests 
of that idol. 

But the church of England sets up the idol Baal (perse- 
cution.) 

Therefore the priests of the church of England are priests of 
B^al. 

Mr. Peirce says :farther that his words (* who have not 
bowed the knee, &c*') have no relation to the church of Eng- 
land in particular; very true, for I think he meant to charge 
all established churches that are or ever were ; but is the re- 
flexion therefore the less injurious to the church of England ? 
Isit any consolation to us to be told that the churches of 
Christ, from the days of Constantine at least, have bowed the 
knee to Baal ? ' 

* See Vol. iv. p. 451-2. 
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■ : To as little purpose is it that Mr. Peirce.tells us afterwards 
that he did not mean the church of England in general , and 
proves it, because Mr. Pilloniere had commended some of the 
church as being against persecution ; for though Mr. Peirce 
himself excepts the bishop of Bangor and some others from his 
charge, yet in this very explication of himself he still thinks 
there is ground enough to continue the charge of persecution 
against the church. 

I am willing to leave it to any impartial man to judge what 
Mr. Peirce could mean, when, after having (in his first book) 
V laid persecution to the charge of the church of England, he 
proceeds to vindicate the dissenters against the like charge, and 
says they had not bowed the knee, &c. Is not this a strong 
implication that the church which he pronounced guilty had 
bowed the knee to Baal ? Can the character given to dissen- 
ters and some protestants abroad, merely on supposing them 
clear of the crime imputed to the church, amount to any thing 
less than fixing the reverse of that character on the church of 
England ? Does not the very application of this passage of 
Scripture to the present case infer this charge ? *The holy rem- 
nant, who had not bowed the knee to Baal, were distinguished 
from the idolatrous Israelites : in the comparison the dissenters 
are the holy remnant ; they are therefore distinguished from 
the idolatrous crowd of persecutors. Ask now Mr. Peirce 
who they are, and he will still tell you that the church of 
England is a persecuting church. 

He pleads, I know, for himself that he did. not so much as 
put in the word Baal, but only said, ' they had not bowed the 
knee, &c.' 

An unhappy excuse in my opinion ; for it plainly shows that 
Mr. Peirce saw how the reflexion pointed ; why else did he 
not put in the word Baal ? or where was the modesty in leav- 
ing; it out ? His not expressing the word is an evidence that he 
was conscious of the foulness of the charge it carried with it ; 
and his leaving out a word so easily supplied by every reader 
is no justification. 

Were it necessary to show Mr. Peirce's opinion in this mat- 
ter, we ha?e evidence enough in a book reprinted since this 
controversy ; it is a light thing with him to charge the church 
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with scliismatical rage, and her bishops with tyranny and cru- 
elty ; but I have no design to draw on a new controversy with 
this gentleman ; what I have now said has been forced, from 
me by a very vile accusation. As to Mr. Peirce, I would 
only, before I take leave, express to him my great concern to 
see in his late writings so much bitterness of spirit against the 
church after thirty years' indulgence to non-conformists. These 
are not the ways of peace, nor are they the fruits which were 
expected from the toleration. 

I have now shown the reader what ground there was for this 
violent attack on me ; and I very willingly submit it to every 
good and reasonable Christian tojudge for whose sake he ought 
to blush. His lordship had reason, and therefore I join with 
him in leaving the modest, the blushing part to others ; for 
such is either my crime, or such is his lordship's charge, that, 
whichever of us shall appear to be guilty, he must at the same 
time appear to be incapable of blushing for himself. 

But to draw towards a conclusion. 

His lordship in his introduction has given us four or five rea- 
sons to justify the practice of writing publicly against the laws 
of the country ; and according to his wonted goodness, he has 
repeated them again towards the close of his book. 

I question very much whether such liberty was ever allowed 
in any well settled government, or whether any can be safe and 
easy which does allow it. There are proper ways for men to 
seek redress against legal hardships, without complaining to 
* the people from the press, of the iniquity and injustice of the 
laws ; which is downright libelling the government. And if 
this liberty must be reckoned among the common rights of sub- 
jects, the case of governors is really to be pitied. As for bis 
lordship, all the world knows that he has not wanted frequent 
opportunities of lodging any complaints of this nature . in a 
proper place ; and why he chose rather to appeal to the people, 
and to call the passions and the interests of the multitude to his 
assistance, is not yet accounted for in any of the reasons with 
which he has obliged us. 

Besides, it is one thing to open the nature and the effects of 
any law, and in proper language to represent the inconvenien- 
ces which experience has discovered ; and another to charge 
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the legislature with violence, iniquity, and the oppression of 
the comtaion rights of subjects ; and to proclaim to the people 
that the legislature were so estranged from the consideration of 
justice and equity, that they proceeded on *' the pleasing pre* 
sumption that all preferments and places of trust and influence 
ought to be engrossed by those who feel themselves to have 
power enough to engross them." 

But farther ; there is a difference likewise between writing 
against a particular law, as founded in a mistake, or liable to 
inconveniences, and writing against the very power and autho- 
rity itself from which the law flows ; and this is his lordship's 
case. He is not content with saying that the laws for the 
establishment of the church are improper, but with a high hand 
he declares to the world that all civil laws relating to the church 
are incroachments on Christ, and the product of an usurped au- 
thority ; and that " no human laws can have a proper authority 
over men considered as creatures capable of religion." 

Our first reformers did indeed mislike the laws made for the 
support of popery ; but so far they were from disowning the au- 
thority of the state in religious matters, that restoring the su- 
premacy to the crown was the first step, and the foundation of 
our reformation. But his lordship not only mislikes the laws 
now in being, but even the authority by which they are made : 
and whenever his reformation prevails, it must begin with di- 
vesting the legislature of their assumed authority, and in restor- 
ing to every man the supremacy in his own behalf: — a wild 
conceit, which his lordship cherishes and is fond of as if it were 
the whole of his gospel. 

This is his lordship's method of writing against the laws of 
the constitution ; and if he means to justify it, he must find 
other reasons, for those already given come not up to the 
point. 

I have nothing more to add, but to give the reader in few 
words an account of the following sheets. 

The present controversy consists of three very distinct 
points. 

1. To inquire what is the true meaning and intention of the 
laws which are the subject of this debate. 
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2. Whether the intention ascribed to them be in itself just and 
equitable. . 

V 3. Whether the means made use of to compass this intention 
are justifiable. 

' At present I examine the first point only, as that which is the 
foundation of the whole. . The other parts will follow in a rea- 
sonable time, and probably both together ; for though I have 
pot gone through many pages of his lordship's book, yet I 
have answered the jgreat^st part of it, the bulk of it being owing 
to frequent and almost endless repetitions of the same things ; 
60 that it may, I think, in this respect be very fitly compared 
(to a multiplying glass, which, though it seldom shows an object 
distinctly, yet it presents it to you over and over again. 
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AN ANSWER 

TO THE LORD BISHOP OF BANGOR's BOOK, INTITLED, 
** THE COMMON RIGHTS OF SUBJECTS DEFENDED," &C. — 
THE TRUE MEANING AND INTENTION OF THE CORPO- 
RATION AND TEST ACTS ASSERTED, &C. 



SECTION I. 

There is nothing more necessary in every controversy to 
give light to the reader, and to preserve him from being im- 
posed on by the low and mean arts of sophistry, than a clear 
state of the fact or case about which the dispute is ; for this 
reason I endeavored in my late Vindication of the Corporation 
and Test Acts, to give, in the first place, the true sense and 
meaning of those laws ; and for the same reason it is, I sup- 
pose, that the Bishop of Bangor resents my taking this method, 
and observes with an air of contempt, that before I come to 
the main questions I spend above twenty pages in what I call 
stating the fact of the case. His lordship thinks this so unedi- 
fying a way of writing, that he professes to enter into this part 
of the work merely because I seem to think much depends on 
it. His lordship, I am persuaded, will be of my mind before 
he has done, and this much despised part of the work about 
the state of the case will haunt him in every part of the con- 
troversy^ and will be a test (dreadful, thing !) to distinguish in 
this debate between plain sense and a labored disguise, between 
reasoning and shuffling, between truth and falsehood. 

After having given the sum of the corporation and test acts, 
as far as they relate to the present controversy, I observed r* 
'' the latter of these acts is declared by the act of toleration 

♦ Vindication,. &c.— See Vol. iv. p. 433. 
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itself to extend to protestant dissenters. The former expressly 
relates to them ; and both are declared, 10 Annae, cap. 2. to 
be made for the security of the church of England as by law 
established. 

'* These acts then being made for the security of the church 
as by law established, that is, for the security of the ecclesias- 
tical constitution of the realm; the intention plainly was to 
keep non-conformists of all sorts (whose principles and affee^ 
tion to their own ways cannot but lead them to use any power 
put into their hands to the hurt of the established church, from 
which they have separated) out of offices civil and military, 
and out of the government and direction of corporations ; * to 
the end that the succession in such corporations may be most 
probably perpetuated in the hands of persons well affected to 
his majesty and the established government,* and for preser- 
vation of the public peace both in church and state.' " f 

In this part of the case his lordship finds several very visible 
mistakes, which he ranges under five heads. His first obser- 
vation stands thus : 

1. "When the corporation act was made, many of those 
ministers, who afterwards dissented, were in possession of their 
livings, and had been declared by King Charles II. himself but 
a few months before to have been found by him, when they 
waited on him in Holland, persons full of zeal for the peace 
of the church and state. Those particular non-conformists, 
who were followers of these men, could hardly be designed so 
soon to be excluded from any offices, merely in order to the 
preservation of the public peace, &c." 

I find it very difficult to comprehend this reasoning : here 
are two things affirmed with respect to dissenting ministers, 
neither of which has any relation to the present case. 1. It is 
said that many of them were in possession of livings when the 
corporation act was made : 2. that a few months before that 
time King Charles had declared that he had found them to be 
persons full of zeal for the peace of the church and state. As 
to their being in possession of livings, it amounts to no proof of 
their zeal for the peace of church and state. A minister who 

* Preamble to Corporation Act. t Ibid, p. 2. 
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has no living may be very zealous for the peace of both ; and 
he who has many livings may possibly not regard the peace of 
either. Besides, the possession of livings which these minis- 
ters then had was an illegal possession, attended sometimes 
'With, injustice to the rightful incumbents, who had been ^ected 
to make room for these men of zeal for peace ; oftentimes with 
the injury of the true patrons, and almost always with the 
breach of the laws of church and state, insomuch that these 
ministers in possession at the time the corporation act passed, 
were liable to be dispossessed by the laws then in being, and 
were continued only by the indulgence and forbearance of the 
government in prospect of their compliance. 2. As to the 
king s declaration of their zeal for peace, it is a very feeble 
argument ; for what if the king were deceived, and saw reason 
to alter his mind ? or what if the ministers' behavior changed 
before the corporation act passed ? In either of these cases, 
both which are very possible, the argument comes to nothing. 
But considering that the corporation act related not to ministers, 
the argument is still more absurd. For, 

2. His lordship does not infer from the peaceableness of these 
ministers, that they were not intended to be affected by the 
act ; but he infers from their peaceableness, that none of their 
followers were designed to be excluded from offices. But what 
if the followers were not so peaceable as the leaders, what then 
becomes of the argument ? His lordship has produced no evi- 
dence that they were, and he has no right to the popish expe- 
dient of transferring merit from one to another. 

d. It is very absurd to limit or explain general laws by the 
circumstances of individual men : such laws being made 
for public good are founded on general reasons ; and if they 
attain the end, which, all things considered, is most for the 
benefit of the public, they are good and wholesome laws, not- 
withstanding that it may so happen that in some particular cases 
they bear hard. 

Let ns see then how his lordship*s argument stands. The 
ministers who wuted on the king in Holland were eight or ten 
at most, as our histories relate the fact : the ministers who re- 
fused to conform are reckoned by their own party to be two 
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thousand. In what manner many of them and their followers 
demeaned themselves, may be seen in the Chancellor's speech 
at the opening of the Parliament which met May 8, 1661, who 
tells us, '' of seditious preachers, who cannot be content to be 
dispensed with for their full obedience to some laws established, 
without reproaching and inveighing against those laws how 
estiablished soever — who by repeating the very expressions, and 
teaching the very doctrine they set on foot in the year 1640, 
sufficiently declare that they have no mind that twenty years 
should put an end to the miseries we have undergone." And 
at the opening the second sessions of this Parliament, the king 
tells them, '* there are many vncked instruments still as active 
as ever, who labor day and night to disturb the public peace, 
and to make all people jealous of each other. '^ In this session 
the corporation act and.the act of uniformity both passed. His 
lordship's argument now is, that the corporation act could not 
be intended to exclude non-conformists of all sorts from places 
in corporations ; because the king had declared a year before 
that he found eight or ten ministers full of zeal for the peace of 
church and state ; and his lordship supposes their particular 
followers were all of the same mind. Allowing all this to be 
true, yet if his lordship can say nothing for the one thousand 
nine hundred and ninety other ministers and their followers, he 
leaves reason enoiigh to support the justice and equity of the 
law, in intending to exclude non -conformists of all sorts. 

4. The same argument will prove that the act of uniformity 
was not intended to exclude non-conformists of all sorts from 
livings and offices in the church ; for why should these zealous 
ministers for the peace of the church and state be any more ex- 
cluded from the church than their followers from the corpo- 
rations. 

5. It will prove also that no law in King Charles's reign 
was intended to exclude papists from offices ; for the king pub- 
licly owned his obligation to many of them, who ventured their 
lives and estates in defence of his father and himself ; and more 
than eight or ten might be named who were peaceable sub« 
jects. 

6. Many non-conformists being in possession of their livings 
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at the time the corporation act passed, has led two other au- 
thors* into very great mistakes, which T shall take thb oppor- 
tunity of rectifying. / 

The author of ' the Principles,' &c, applies himself to me; 
thus :t "I would desire leave to ask the learned dean this one. 
question; how an act requiring persons in offices to receive- 
the sacrament according to the rites of the church of England , 
made in 1661, could be intended to exclude presbyterians,, 
when so many of their ministers continued still in possession of 
the public churches till 1662 ? Would it not at that time have 
been a sufficient qualification to receive the sacrament in their- 
parish church, though it should have been from no conformable 
minister?" 

Mr. Lowman has the same argument, and introduces it with 
observing, *' that the sessions of Parliament in which the cor-- 
poration act was made was opened on the 8th of May, 1661 ; 
which was a year before the present ecclesiastical constitution 
was settled by the new act of uniformity." From whence he 
infers, *' that the corporation act did not require any such ad- 
herence to the now constitution as the dean contends for; nor 
any such affection but what may be consistent with the princi-. 
pies of protestant dissenters, v it being notorious that above two 
thousand then were employed in the service of the church." 

The several mistakes on which this reasoning is founded, 
will appear by stating the fact on which they are built. t 

1. Mr. Lowman does not very candidly state this case. For 
though what he says of the opening of the sessions be true, yet 
the corporation act was not ready at the opening of the session, 
for it did not pass till the 20th of December, 1661, and the 
uniformity act passed the 19th of May following, in the same- 
session : and though the present liturgy did not take place till 
August, 1662, yet the law enacting that it should take place 
then was in force before ; and the corporation act and. unifor- 
mity act mean one and the same thing by .the church of £ng-. 
land as by law established* 

* Author of the Principles of an Occasional Conformist stated 
and defended, printed 1718. Mr. Lowman*s Defence of Protestant 
Dissenters, &c. printed 1718. 

t Preface, p. 6. 7. 
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2. Had the case been otherwise, yet Mr. Lowman's infe- 
rence that the corporation act meant no affection inconsbtent 
with the principles of protestant dissenters ; and the other gen- 
tleman's inference, that receiving in a parish church from a non- 
conforming minister, was a sufficient qualification within the 
intent of the act ; are ill grounded ; for the corporation act re- 
quires that the sacrament be received according to the rites of 
the church of England. 

Now whether the new act of uniformity was in being or no, 
yet the old one certainly was ; and Mr. Lowman will not pre- 
tend that the protestant dissenters were readier to comply with 
the old act of uniformity than the new one ; nor will the other 
gentleman affirm that the nonconformists who were in livings 
did observe the rites of the church of England as established by 
the old act of uniformity before the restoration : consequently 
it follows that receiving according to the rites of the church of 
England as established before the new act of uniformity, wiis 
as inconsistent then with the dissenters' principles as it is now, 
and receiving from the non-conformists, though in possession of 
livings, was no qualification according to the act. That the 
old laws relating to the establishment of the church were in 
force, and taken to be so at and before the restoration, every 
body knows ; the House of Commons declare it in their ad* 
dress to the king, February, 1662-3. in which they tell him 
that his declaration from Breda ought not to be taken as a 
promise on his part to give indulgence, because he was not ca- 
pable of making such a promise, there being laws of uniformity 
then in being, which could not be dispensed with but by act of 
Parliament. Mr. Baxter in his Life, p. 286. tells us too this 
was the case, and that the old laws were in force against the 
non-conformists before the new ones were made. But this mat- 
ter is put out of all doubt by the last clause of the new act of 
uniformity, which provides that ^* the book of common prayer, 
and administration of sacraments, and other rites and ceremo- 
nies of the church of England, Sec, heretofore in use, &c. shall 
be still used — until the feast of St. Bartholomew, 1662." And 
now let the gentleman answer himself, whether receiving in a 
parish church from a non-conformist was a suffici^it qualifica- 
tion. But farther, 
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3. The one question which the gentleman desires to ask me 
goes on a very great mistake : his question is, ** how an act 
requiring persons in offices to teceive the sacrament according 
to the rites of the church of England made in 1661, could be 
intended to exclude presbyterians, when so many of their mi- 
nisters continued still in possession of the public churches till 
1662." If this gentleman hfeid at all considered the corporation 
act, he would not have asked this question ; for though the act 
was made in 1661, yet receiving the sacrament was not made a 
qualification for any office to which any person was called or 
elected before March 25, 1663, and the present act of unifor- 
mity took place in August, 1662 ; so that I must desire this 
gentleman to answer one question in his turn ; whether receiv- 
ing the sacrament from a non-conformist would have been al- 
lowed as a sufficient qualification within the meaning of the 
corporation act in any law court after March 25, 1663 ? and 
before that time there could be no question in law about it. 

4. The stating oi this case affords a very clear argument to 
justify the account I gave of this act, and of the true meaning 
of the sacramental test. By this act all officers in corporations 
are obliged to take the oaths of allegiance and supremacy, a 
new oath against the lawfulness of taking arms against the 
king, &c. and to subscribe a declaration about the solemn 
league and covenant, and to be qualified by having taken the 
sacrament within a year before their election, &c. It is to be 
observed that the three oaths were to be taken, and the decla- 
ration subscribed, by all who were in place on the 24th of De- 
cember, 1661 ; but the sacramental test was required of such 
only as should be elected after the 25th of March, 1663. What 
was the reason, I pray you, of this difierence ? Was it not 
plainly this, that many churches being in the possession of non- 
conformists in 1661 and the year before, the parliament thought 
not fit to accept of any persons receiving the saCrament in the 
churches so possessed as an evidence of what they required, 
and knew that many persons well affected to the church of 
England had wanted opportunities of receiving according to 
the rites of the church for more than a year before the passing 
of the said act ? For which reasons, though they immediately 
required the oaths and the subscription from sdl in offices in 
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December, 1661, yet they required the sacramental test of such 
only as should be elected after March 25, 1663 ; by which 
time, and long before which time they well knew that the non- 
conformist preachers would be removed, and the rites of the 
church of England be established throughout the kingdom by 
their new act of uniformity. Had they intended to require the 
receiving the sacrament, as a mere external act, without any re- 
gard to the inward sentiments and affection of the receiver, (which 
is the bishop of Bangor's peculiar dream,) or did they intend to 
accept of such a receiving of the sacrament as might be con- 
sistent with the principles of dissenters, (which is the supposi- 
tion of the two authors lately mentioned,) why did they not 
require this sacramental test of all in office in 61 and 62 ? For 
this very reason they did not require it, because many non-con- 
formists were in possession of parish churches ; and they very 
well knew that receiving the sacrament among the non-confor- 
mists was no evidence or test of conformity, which was the 
qualification they required, and intended to secure by the sa- 
cramental test. 

I may be asked perhaps another question, whether the par- 
liament intended to permit non-conformists to enjoy offices in 
corporations, provided they came in before 63 ; since they re- 
quired not of such that they should receive the sacrament ac- 
cording to the rites of the church of England. My answer is, 
that they had no such intention ; and there is a particular and 
very large power given the commissioners in the corporation 
act, which seems to me principally designed to supply thb 
defect in the mean time. All who refused the three oaths and 
2i»ubscription were to be turned out of corporation places ; but 
the commissioners had a farther power, which was to turn out 
any of those who did take them, if they thought it expedient 
for the public safety. The reason of this plainly was, that the 
corporations might be settled on a true foot at first ; that those 
who were afterwards to be the electors of members of the cor- 
porations, should themselves be persons of unsuspected zeal for 
church and state. Farther, it may be observed that as the 
sacramental test did not take place till 63, so the commissioners 
had a power till 63 to put out of places any, though in other 
respects qualified by the act ; which extraordinary power ceased 
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at the same time that the sacramental test commenced, which 
shows, I think, for what end chiefly the extraordinary power 
was granted, namely, for the effectual exclusion of such as were 
intended to be excluded by the test; since it was thought 
necessary only until the sacramental test could take place. If 
his lordship or his friends can give better or other reasons for 
not requiring the sacramental test of any in office before 63, 
and of the extraordinary power granted to the commissioners 
till that time and no longer, I should be glad to hear them ; in 
the meanwhile this argument appears to me decisive in this 
case, that the sacramental test was required as an evidence of 
constant conformity and obedience, and good affection to the 
ecclesiastical establishment ; and that the extraordinary power 
given to the commissioners was to enable them to exclude such 
as were justly suspected of non-comformity, lest such should 
fix themselves in corporations before the sacramental test took 
place. 

His lordship's second argument to show my several very 
visible mistakes, is— 

2. ** The test act was particularly and peculiarly levelled at 
papists, and not at non-conformists in general ; nor at all at pro- 
testant dissenters, against whom now the dean so strenuously 
urges it. It was not, in the original design of it, a law for the 
particular security of the church of England as such, or of the 
ecclesiastical constitution of the realm, as he is pleased here to 
affirm it to be ; but for the security of the state, and of the whole 
protestant cause, against papists alone, as he himself in effect 
afterwards owns." 

This cavil might have been spared, had there been any incli- 
nation to fair dealing ; because to avoid a dispute of no conse- 
quence in the present debate, except only to amuse the ignorant, 
I had referred for the extent of the test act in relation to dis- 
senters, to the act of toleration, which expressly declares it to 
extend to protestant dissenters : let the particularity therefore 
and peculiarity of the test act in its original design be what it 
will, yet ever since the first of William and Mary it has by act 
of the legislature been bound on dissenters ; it is a limitation 
and condition of their toleration ; the same law which gives 
them one, declares and continues them liable to the other. This 
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being the fact, h it not of miglkty consequence in the present 
case to repeat it thirty or forty times over, that the original 
design of the act was particularly and peculiarly against pa- 
pists? 

But what, does his lordship think that king, lords, and com- 
mons had lost all their senses in the twenty-fifth of Ring Charles ; 
and that they passed an act which did and necessarily would 
(as things then stood) affect all dissenters, and yet without any 
design or intention to affect them at all ? Is making of laws 
too become a mere eiternal act, to which there goes no reason, 
design, or intention of the law^maker ? This must be the case, 
or else it was part of the intention of the test act to exclude 
dissenters « since all the world. knows it did, and foresaw that 
it would exclude them. Have we not been often told, and 
particularly by the late Bishop of Salisbury,* of the great merit 
of Alderman Love, a dissenter, who declared for himself and 
others that they would readily submit to the test, and not op«- 
pose it on their own account, for fear of stopping the security 
which the nation would have by that act ? Does not Mr. Low- 
roan tell us that it was an honor to the protestant dissenters 
that they so readily and generously gave up privileges they then 
enjoyed by law, for the sake of having the test act passed ? 
And what now ? Did the dissenters only see what effect the 
act would have ? nay, did others not see it when the dissenters 
themselves declared the effect to them ? or must we say that 
the legislature did certainly know that the dissenters would be 
affected by the act, and yet passed the act without any design 
or intention to affect them, (though without any exception in 
favor of them,) but particularly and peculiarly to affect papists, 
and them only ? His lordship tells us that hedeals not in legal 
suppositions, and yet methinks it would be but a small favor in 
him to suppose that our law-makers have common sense. 

The truth is, that the test act was chiefly but not peculiarly 
designed against the papists. All the world saw what effect it 
would have on dissenters, and the act passed the more readily 
because this effect was seen, because it was understood that the 
test would guard the chuit^h and state from the attempts of 

* Speech in the House of Lords on the Occasional Bill, 1704. 
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papists 00 one hand, and of dissenter^ on the otfaer ; and so 
Uitle has this effect on dissenters been disowned or disliked hy 
the legislature since, that at a time when they were most in* 
clined to favor dissenters, and granted them a toleration^ they 
took care explicitly and expressly to continue the test act on 
them. 

His lordship adds, that this act was not made for the parti- 
cular security of the church of England ; that is^ it was not 
made (as he explains himself) for the security of the church ex-, 
elusive of the state ; and who said it was ? Let those who saiid 
it answer his lordship ; but it follows that diis act was made 
for the security of the whole protestant cause« Now the true 
design of the act was to secure the protestant interest as esta- 
blished in the king's dominions, which is indeed in consequence 
a security to the whole protestant cause ; but will it follow from 
hence that it was not immediately intended for the security of 
the church of England ? Will his lordsliip undertake to prove 
that this act, which excluded all dissenters from places of trust, 
was intended as much for the security of non-conformity as a part 
of protestantism, as it was for the security of the church esta- 
blishedy whose members only were left capable of any share 
in the government ? Could that parliament which esteemed 
the separation from the church of England to be a great weak-^ 
ening of the whole protestant cause, which had laid great penal-, 
ties on all who taught in meeting-houses, and on all who were 
present at such teaching ; could they, to secure the whole, in- 
tend to secure conventicles, which they thought destructive of 
the protestant interest as well as of the church ? Whither will 
some men's abilities carry them, and how dangerous a snare is 
it to a man to imagine that be can prove or confute any thing 
at pleasure ! But however, how does his lordship prove that 
the intent of this act was not for the particular security of the 
church of England ? We have only his word that the act has 
no such meaning ; on the other side I had produced the autho- 
rity of the legislature, the crown, and the two liouses of parlia- 
ment, declaring this act to have been made for the security of 
the church of England as by law established ; and notwith- 
standing the deference I have to his lordship's opinion even 
when he pleases to conceal his reasons, I cannot but still think 
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that the voice and authority of the legislature ought to out- 
weigh his lordship's opinion in determining the intent and 
meaning of a statute of the realm. 

His lordship proceeds to a third observation. 

3. *^ The exclusion of non-conformists of all sorts was not 
therefore the certain intention of either of these acts f and un- 
doubtedly not of the latter." 

Such consequences from such premises are matter of curio- 
sity, and not every day to be met with. But having already 
considered the premises, I shall not venture to follow the 
great example before me so far, as to repeat at every turn 
what has been said before. I shall only observe that his 
lordship is not satisfied with his own arguments as to the cor- 
poration act, and therefore he ventures only to say that it was 
not the certain intention of that act to exclude non-conformists 
of all sorts. If so, it seems that his lordship is not certain but 
that might be the intention, which shows that he can find no 
certain conclusion in any of his arguments against such an in- 
tention ; and consequently he ought not to have placed my as- 
cribing such an intention to that act among the very visible 
mistakes which he was to rectify, since after all he does 
not pretend that it is visible even to himself that it is a mistake. 
Of die test act his lordship has given some account to show 
what other intention it had originally ; of the corporation act 
he has not pretended to give any account, he has not once in 
his whole book told us what this act was made for ; and yet 
it was much to his purpose to say what the true end of the act 
was, when he so often declares that I had ascribed a wrong 
meaning to it : instead of this he tells us the certain intention of 
the act was not what I suppose it to be ; but that it had any 
other probable or even possible meaning he knows not, or if 
he does, he has been very careful to keep that piece of useful 
knowlege to himself. I will not anger his lordship, nor re- 
turn Him any of the insult or reproach which I have received 
from him, yet I wish I could say enough to provoke him to 
open to us the true intention of this act. It will be a curious 
piece of history to know what this law was made for ; whether 
it had no relation to non-conformists of any sort, or if only to 
some sort ; by what words or article in the act the distinction is 
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made between the some that were to be excluded, and the some 
that were not. Let his lordship consider the several things 
required by this act, the three oaths, the subscription, the re- 
ceiving the sacrament according to the rites of the church of 
England ; and then let him tell us what sort of non-conformists 
they were, who neither refused receiving the sacrament in the 
church of England, nor renouncing the covenant, nor abjuring 
the legality of taking arms against the king, &c. nor taking the 
oaths of allegiance and supremacy, or either of them. When 
he has found such a set of non-conformists, it will be time 
enough to doubt about the certain intention of the act. As 
to his eight ministers full of zeal for the peace of church and 
state, and their particular followers, he will find them at least 
among those who thought it unlawful to renounce the covenant 
according to the form prescribed in the act; and therefore 
they are no exception to the general intention of the act. Mr. 
Baxter, in the history of his own life, tells us more than once 
this was the case of the most moderate nonconformists, the 
presbyterians ; and it was plainly his own case, and that of his 
particular followers, as appears in his account of the people of 
Kidderminster. 

As to the test act, his lordship tells us it was undoubtedly 
not the intention of it to exclude non-conformists of all sorts ; 
and yet it is evident this was the effect, and that it would be 
undoubtedly the effect was foreseen on all sides: how is it 
then that the legislature had undoubtedly no intention to do 
what they undoubtedly saw they were doing, and did do ? His 
lordship has very strongly declared himself against all legal 
suppositions, and £ dare answer that his present supposition 
will never be charged with being either legal or natural. The 
truth is, as I conceive, that the test act was made principally 
and directly against papists; but the words of the act are 
general, ** that all and every person or persons," &c. ; and as 
the act is positive, requiring something to be done by all who 
bear office, so the plain meaning is, that every person who 
would not do what was required by the act, should be debarred 
from bearing office. This has ever been the case, and dissen- 
ters have for this reason been liable to many other acts made 
professedly indeed against papists, but being made against 
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papists as recusants and separatists, all other separatists as such- 
necessarily came vrithin the reach of those laws ; and there- 
fore it was necessary in the act of toleration to exempt protes- 
taut dissenters, particularly from ah act made 3 Jac, I. intitu- 
led, ' An Act for better discoyering and repressing popish re- 
cusants ;' and from another of the same year, intituled, ' An 
Act to prevent and avoid dangers which may grow by popish 
recusants/ and from any other law or statute of this realm m^de 
against papists or popish recusants, except one statute made 26 
Car. II. (which is the test act,) and another of the 30th made 
to disable papists from sitting in either house of parliament. 
From this account I think it must appear to every one to be 
very ridiculous to argue from -the title of an act of parliament 
only, and to infer that an act made against pajHsts ought not 
to be extended to dissenters ; for it is plain, from the toleration 
act itself, that the case has always been otherwise, and the in- 
tention of the legislature is, that every person not complying 
with the conditions injoined by the law, whether papist or UQt 
papist, should be under the disabilities of it ; to suppose any 
other intention is to destroy all sense in the law. For what is 
it the test requires ? Is it not that every person bearing office 
should receive the sacrament according to the usage of the 
church of England ? His lordship says this was undoubtedly 
not intended to exclude non-conformists of all sorts; and yet 
what exception has it made for non-conformists of any sort, 
who will not receive according to the usage of the church ? 
And it is not denied to be evident that the great body of non- 
conformists of all sorts do refuse so to receive, and have 
done so ever since the restoration ; it is a complaint fi^quently 
to be met with in Mr. Baxter, that the moderate non-confor- 
mists (as he calls them) who were for maintaining occasional 
communion with the church, lost ground daily with their own 
people, who were obstinately bent against such practice, and 
for that reason fell off to the more rigid sect, the independents ; 
which by the by may show his lordship that he builds on a 
very slight foundation, when he argues from the moderation and 
peaceableness of the eight ministers who waited on the king 
abroad, that their particular followers were of the same mode* 
rate peaceable dispositions. But this matter of occasional con- 
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formity and its influence in the present argument will be 
cleared in its proper place* 

His lordship's fonrth reason is, 

4« '' There could be no such resolution in the legislature a» 
thedeitn mentions; because receiving the communion according 
to the usage of the church of England^ is so far from implying 
in it that he who so receives it is well affected to the eccle- 
siastical constitution of the realm, that it is perfectly consistent 
with the person's not so much as knowing one individual branch 
of that constitution, unless it be the office and manner of the 
celebration of the communion." 

My argument stands thus : the corporation and test acts 
were made for the security of the church established by law; 
this I ground on the declaration made in the acts themselves, 
<me being enacted for preservation of public peace both in church 
and state, the other to prevent dangers which may hieippjen from 
-popish recusants, (in which dangers surely the church established 
is not unconcerned,) and on the authority of the legislature de- 
claring in the tenth of the queen, that both these acts were 
made for the security of the church of England as by law esta- 
blbhed ; and that with a view to this security, the legislature 
chose to confine all places of trust to such only as would com^ 
municate with the church established in the most solemn act of 
Christian worship : from whence I infer the intention was to 
keep all out of places who wished the ruin of the established 
church, that is, noa*conformists of all sorts. 

In answer to this his lordship says, '^ that a man may I'eceive 
the sacrament in the church of England without liking, be- 
cause he may do it without knowing any thing more of the 
church of England than the single office in which he joips." 

In reply, I say, 

1. That allowing this new and subtle distinction to be good, 
yet it is nothing to the present purpose ; for whatever is the cas0 
of one who knows nothing of the church, and therefore neither 
likes nor dislikes it, yet the case of papists and non -conformists 
is very different : they pretend to know and to condemn the 
church, and to avoid it as an unlawful communion. This reason 
therefore will not help them> and yet they are the only persons 
concerned in this dispute. 
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2. The lawgivers and everybody else consider the people of 
England either as well affected or ill affected to the church, and 
these laws were intended to discriminate them; it is very ab- 
surd therefore to introduce an unknown set of people, who know 
nothing of the church of England ; and to consider how they 
would be affected by a law which has no relation to them. 

3. The ground of his lordship's argument is false. It will 
not follow that a man had no intention to do this or that thing, 
because the means he made choice of were insufficient to effect 
it. The very nature of things often oblige men to make use of 
means which will not perfectly and in every respect attain the 
ends proposed ; suppose therefore that receiving the communion 
in the church of England is not a certain means to prove a 
man's good affection to the church, yet it is no argument against 
the resolution ascribed to the law-makers: it will only prove 
that they did not perfectly attain their end, if they bad such 
an end in view ; that they had it not in view, it will never 
prove, 

4. The speculations and new inventions of divines are no 
rule to interpret laws by. Law-makers consider the principles 
and practices of the people in general, who have not yet learned 
to communicate with a church without liking it, or to distinguish 
away all the duties of Christian communion. 

The fifth and last observation on this head is of a piece with 
the former; only in this fifth his lordship as much outdoes 
himself as in the fourth he outdid every body else. His words 
are: 

5. ^' A true and real concern for the peace of church and state 
does not always imply in it so much as a conformity in any one 
act of communion with the church which happens to be esta- 
blished in any country ; or, in the dean*s phrase, to be the 
•ecclesiastical constitution of any realm. The good and honest 
reformers were, I presume, as truly concerned for the public 
peace both of church and state in Queen Mary's days, as any 
of those papists who constantly conformed to her church ; and 
yet they totally and openly separated from it. They were 
non-conformists, and yet had a true and sincere concern for. the 
pieace of church and state ; which I only mention to show that 
non-conformity to a church established by human laws cannot 



days ? did tbey receive the sacrament in that church ? did they 
Bubscribe to its articles and litui^, and press forward to gain 
its preferments ? N'o; they openly opposed it, openly avowed 
it to be corrupt and idolatrous, openly pleaded for its removal. 
By what art, by what logic then does it follow from this ex- 
ample tJiat an act professedly made for the preservation of the 
established church, and expressly requiring communion with 
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that ehurch in a very solemn instance of Christian worship, 
had no intention but what was consistent with any man's re* 
fusing conformity with that established church in any one act 
of communion ? 

There is no sect whatever but what pretends to be zealous 
for the church of Christ, and thinks theirs to be that church ; 
it is this and this only that makes it necessary to secure the 
established church, because dissenters pretending zeal for the 
church, and holding their own sect to be the church, are ene-r 
mies to the established church. For this very reason papists 
and sectaries are excluded from offices of trust in England ; 
and for this very reason his lordship thinks they are not ex- 
cluded, because, though they hate the established church, yet 
they are concerned for the church according to the notions they 
have of it. This argument would fit the mouth of Ludlow 
with respect to the state ; he might say that no act made to 
preserve the peace of the state could in the intention of it 
reach him ; for though he hated the established constitution of 
the state with a king at the head of it, yet he was as much for 
the peace of the state as any man. This is fine reasoning ; and 
after such an instance as this his lordship had much reason to 
talk of the skill of others in the legerdemain of sounds ; I have 
perhaps less reason to complain of this than his lordship's 
friends, for he betrays the utmost contempt of his admirers, 
when he thinks such arguments will go down with them, 

SECTION II. 

The second thing to be considered is, whether receiving the 
sacrament according to the usage of the church of England be a 
proper test to distinguish between those who are and those who 
are not well affected to the established church. A proper test 
in this case is that, which, all things considered, yields the most 
probable evidence. Human affairs do not admit of a mathe^ 
matical certainty ; and if law-makers must do nothing till they 
can find infallible never- failing methods of attaining their ends, 
the world must be without law and government. An oath is 
not an infallible evidence of a man's veracity, for we all know 
that it too often fails^ and the sad effects of it are seen and felt 
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eyery day. It is very unreasonable therefore to argue against 
a test as improper to the end proposed, because in some in- 
stances it does or may fail ; Christians do not use to communis 
cate with a church, whose communion they do not approve*. 
To approve of the church's communion, and to be well affected 
to the church, is one and the same thing ; therefore a man's 
communicating with a church is the most probable evidence he 
can give of his being well affected to it. In answer to this his 
lordship says, 

1. That many non-conformists do sometimes receive in the 
church of England,*and yet are not well affected to the church* 
p. 10. 

2. He repeats this again, and instances in Mr. Baxter and 
Dr. Bates, p. 12. 

3. We have the same argument a third time, p. 12. 

4. And a fourth time, p. 13; and an instance is given in the 
behavior of papists at the beginning of the reformation. 

The same reasoning occurs over and over again in his lord- 
ship's answer, which though it be a great weight on the reader, 
yet it adds none to the argument ; for one multiplied by one 
to the world's end, will still be but one ; and I hope I shall 
be forgiven if I answer it but once. 

1. This argument is of no consequence at all with respect to 
the corporation act, because the proof there does not rest merely 
on receiving in the church, but on many other particulars, all 
which no non-conformist (as ever I heard) would comply with. 
It might be the intention therefore of that act to exclude all 
non-conformists, even allowing what his lordship has said on 
this head to be true. 

2. With respect to the test act there is a manifest fallacy in 
this reasoning; for his lordship's argument turns wholly on 
such a state of dissenters as we have seen since the toleration, 
which was not the state of dissenters when the test act passed. 
And surely it is reasonable, in order to know the true meaning 
of the sacramental test, to consider it in conjunction with the 
laws in being when it was made, and not in conjunction with 
the laws as they have been since altered. When the test act 
was made, there were very severe laws in being against con«- 
venticles, and so far were the legislature from not intending to^ 
debar all who had offices from going to meetings, (as hb lord- 
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ship concludes from their acquaintance with the principles of 
occasional conformists,) that it was their intention declared in 
many acts, and inforced by many penalties, to restrain every 
subject from non-conformity. 

. So that to prove what his lordship aims at, that the legisla- 
ture had no intention to exclude all nonconformists from offices 
by the test act, he must not only show that the sacramental 
test is not inconsistent with a man's going to meetings, but he 
must show that it was a licence to go, that it amounted to a 
repeal of the laws against conventicles, and gave those in 
places such a liberty of going to conventicles as no other sub- 
jects had. For most certain it is, that occasional conformity 
was not permitted by law when the test act passed, and there- 
fore its pretensions cannot be brought into consideration in de- 
termining the intention of the legislature in the test act ; for 
certainly occasional conformity consists of two parts, in going 
sometimes to church and sometimes to meetings ; and can he 
be said to approve or to allow of occasional conformity, who 
allows a man to go only to church ? And yet thus the law 
stood when the test act passed : all men were required to come 
to church, but none were allowed to go to meetings. Since 
then it was the intention of the legislature not to permit any 
subject to be a non-conformist, how is it that his lordship finds 
that it was agreeable to their intention to permit such as could 
get places to be non-conformists ? How is it to be accounted 
for that there should be any such intention in the legislature 
at a time when the laws required all conventicles to be sup- 
pressed ; and was so far from allowing or even supposing persons 
in places of power to be dissenters, that such persons themselves 
are appointed to suppress meetings ? Could the legislature think 
that dissenters were proper persons to suppress conventicjes ? 
or had there been an intention to permit lieutenants, deputy- 
lieutenants, justices of the pea^ce, officers of the militia, chief 
me^strates in every corporation, and the aldermen of London, 
to be and continue dissenters, would the law have intrusted 
these persons with the suppressing of conventicles ? What an 
excellent account does such a supposition give of the wisdom 
of our legislature ? 

The test act, in conjunction with the laws against non-con- 
formity then in being, was a much stronger exclusion of non- 
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conformists of all sorts from places of trust than the test act 
and occasional act were when they subsisted together ; and as 
the whole spirit of the act of toleration is to exempt dissenters 
from penalties, not to exalt them to power, so there was no 
design to make their way easier to power in the government ; 
and when it appeared that exempting dissenters from penal 
laws gave them an advantage which was not intended them, 
to elude the force of the test act, which the parliament in- 
tended to continue them under, it was neither unjust nor in- 
equitable to redeem the law from the unforeseen abuse of it, 
and to reduce non-conformists by the occasional bill to the ori- 
ginal conditions of the toleration ; which meant to preserve the 
test act in its true sense. 

And since his lordship lays so much stress on the original 
design and intention of the legislature in the test act, let him con- 
sider that they had made every kind of non -conformity penal to 
every subject. Not content with this only, they require actual 
conformity in all who should have places ; and as a test of it, 
require the evidence of their receiving the sacrament according 
to the usage of the church of England : let him consider 
this, and then tell us what possibility there is to suppose that 
they intended to leave room for any non -conformist to enjoy 
places of trust ; and instead o£ a history of the principles of 
occasional conformists, and a story of Mr. Baxter and Dr. 
Bates, whose opinions I dare be confident were no guide to the 
law-makers, let his lordship give us a history of some occasional 
conformists who were permitted to hold places, and at the same 
time to go to conventicles, before the toleration. There could 
be no such practice consistently either with the letter or the 
intention of the laws before the toleration ; and therefore oc- 
casional conformity for places was never known or heard of till 
after the revolution. Had there been indeed a toleration sub- 
sisting when the test act passed, and had it been evidently the 
practice of any considerable number of men to communicate both 
in the church and in the meetings, there had been some color 
for his lordship to say that the legislature, when they required 
the sacramental test, did not mean, to exclude all non-confor- 
mists; but since, as the law then stood, no meetings were allowed, 
the sacramental test was plainly required as a stronger proof of 
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affection to the church than the mere cojniiig to church to .the 
common service ; which the laws before required^ under peQAl- 
ties, of all subjects. 

Let any man therefore carry himself so far back in h]$ own 
thoughts as to the time when the test act passed, and when 
he has viewed the posture of affairs then, and considered the 
laws in being, he will find that the test act wanted not the 
additional security of an occasional bill to make it an effectual 
exclusion of non-conformists of all sorts, but that the laws 
then in being were more than equivalent in this respect to an 
occasional bill. This will show him plainly what the true in^ 
tent of the legislature was in the test act; which is to be learned 
by considering the test as an additional security to the laws 
then in being, and not by considering what it will do by itself 
singly and alone, and in quite another state of things than that 
under which it passed, those laws being now no longer in 
force. 

And since his lordship is pleased to own that "a, short plain 
law, that once going to any separate congregation should imply 
an incapacity," would answer all the intention I ascribe to 
these acts, let him read the first act among those taken off 
from dissenters by the toleration, and he will find that it made 
the going to conventicles an incapacity for more than offices of 
civil power and trust ; and though neither his lordship nor I 
can approve the severity of that law, yet it concerns his lord- 
ship to show that even during the continuance of that act 
there was no intention to debar men in offices from going to 
meetings. » 

Thus much I have said to justify the account I gave of the 
intention of the legislature an the acts before us. 

But to try the force of his lordship^s reasoning, let us apply 
it to a like case, and see what service it will do. 

His lordship says the legislature knew that many non-confor- 
mists could and would communicate in the church so as to 
qualify themselves^ and therefore they had no meaning to ex- 
clude all non-conformists from places by the test. 

His lordship, I suppose, makes no doubt but the legislature 
has long known that many enemies to the present government- 
will and do take the oaths of allegiance and abjuration ; from 
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whence by the bishop's logic it is to be inferred that they bad 
no intention to exclude the enemies of the government by the 
oaths of allegiance and abjuration. 

Let his lordship now answer his own argument thus applied, 
or let him own that it is absurd to look for exact and mathe- 
matical certainty in human laws. 

2. Another argument or article, or whatever . you please to 
call it, for what it is I know not, appears four or five times in 
this section, and then walks throughout his lordship's answer, 
as if it had business in every page. I had observed that re- 
ceiving the sacrament, &c. was enjoined as the most probable 
evidence of a man's being rfncerely well affected to the estab- 
lished church ; his lordship answers that receiving the sacra^ 
ment in the church is no proof that a man likes every thing- 
belonging to our church government, or the whole ecclesiasti- 
cal constitution ; and his lordship represents my meaning to be 
that receiving the sacrament in the church is a proof, ** that a 
man is heartily resolved to preserve every branch of the eccle- 
siastical constitution in its present condition against all amend- 
ments or alterations whatsoever.'^ 

This is no argpiment against wbat I have said ; but if there 
be any thing in it, it proves that there is no such thing as a man's 
being well affected to any person or thing in the world without 
being guilty of great folly ; for there is not the person or thing 
in the world so perfect, but that in some respect or other it is 
capable of being amended ; and it seems there is no being well 
affected to any thing without being heartily resolved to admit 
of no amendments in it. For instance, should a father send 
for a physician, and say to him, '' Sir, I beg your assistance, 
my son has a fever, and I am extremely fond of him;" the 
physician, on his lordship's principles, might answer ; '' why. 
then do you send to me if you are fond of your son in a fever ? 
it is plain you would not have his distemper removed by any 
amendment or alteration of his condition." So again, if a man 
should profess to like his old seat in the country, it would fol- 
low in the same method of science that he is determined never 
to repair it, for that would be either to alter or to amend it : or 
apply his lordship's demonstration to the state, and then it follows 
that no friend of the civil establishment can consistently with 
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his good affection to the state ever consent to the repeal of any 
inconvenient law or statute whatever. In a word, we have 
this conclusion from the position, that it is impossible for the 
friends of church or state ever to do any good to either by 
altering or amending what is amiss ; which, if his lordship in- 
tended as a reason for putting places of power and trust into 
the hands of such as are enemies to both, there may perhaps 
be something more in this reasoning than I at first appre- 
hended. 

What is meant by being well affected to the ecclesiastical - 
constitution in this debate, is very evident from the nature of 
the case itself. Here is a division in the people, and some 
think it their duty to adhere to the established church, and to 
preserve it in opposition to the sectaries who would destroy it ; 
others think that they ought not to adhere to the church, and 
therefore they set up conventicles in opposition to it. The 
whole use of the sacramental test is to distinguish between 
these men ; and therefore whoever joins himself to the church 
of England as a member of the communion, is in the number 
of the well affected to the ecclesiastical constitution, according 
to the discrimination intended to be made by these statutes 
between the well and ill affected : whether such a man likes 
every thing in the constitution of the church can be no question 
on the foot of these laws ; for they, considering the people only 
with respect to the present separation, do receive all who re- 
nounce the separation and live in communion with the church, 
as well affected to the establishment ; and in this view un- 
doubtedly he, who, all things considered, judges it to be his 
duty to join with the church established, though he may see 
thin^ in it which he wishes altered or amended, is with respect 
to the separatist one of the well affected. This is the great and 
true difference regarded by the law, which meant nothing less 
Uian to enter into the particularity of each single man's opi- 
nion in single points of church government. 

His lordship's observation in this section with respect to the 
papists who communicated with our church in the beginning of 
the Reformation, besides what it has in common with the same 
observation with respect to dissenters, has this singular beauty, 
that it first informs us that the Romish church forbids its mem- 
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bers coining to our communion, for the *^ sake of the bad con- 
sequences to their own cause/' the papists growing into a good 
liking of the church, whose communion they frequented ; and 
it ends with informing us that this instance is a plain proof that 
communicating as they did with a church is '^ consistent with an 
outrageous zeal and fury against it." His lordship's concern 
in the present cause could not but draw from him some kind ex- 
pressions towards occasional conformity wherever he found it, 
and his zeal against papists made him forget himself within 
seven or eight lines after. 



SECTION III. 

The third section contains nothing not yet considered, ex- 
cepting that in the title the word demonstration is to be met 
with in different characters; a sure sign always that there is but 
very little to follow it. 

In order to this demonstration, we are told (p. 14.) there were 
two methods of compassing the end which I ascribe to these 
acts ; and in the next page we are told that these two must be 
joined together to make one effectual method. If it is not plain 
to every reader how two methods make one, or how one method 
is two, it must be ascribed to the difficulties which attend demon- 
stration« 

But as to the two methods which make one ; the first of them 
proposes to us in what manner the legislature might effectual^ 
have made ** constant uninterrupted conformity" (mind the 
words) the condition of enjoying places ; and this it seems might 
have been done by a short law, enacting that once going to any 
separate congregation should imply in it an incapacity or for- 
feiture. So that not going to a meeting is the same thing as 
constant uninterrupted conformity; that is, not going to a meet- 
ing and constantly going to church are one and the same thing. 
Sut farther, his lordship tells us that the occasional bill (which 
made once going to a meeting an incapacity and forfeiture) al- 
lowed such a behavior as supposes the person not intirely satis- 
fied with a total uninterrupted conformity. So that his lord- 
ship's demonstrable method of confining offices to the condition 
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of constant uninterrupted conformity allows ev^ry man in office 
such a behavior as supposes him not intirely satisfied with 
total uninterrupted conformity; and is *' perfectly consistent 
with a person's not adbwing to the church constantly and aifec- 
tionately." 

In setting forth the second method, his lordship says, *' sup- 
posing the legislature to have intended to have excluded from 
offices all but such as were well affected to our ecclesiastical 
constitution, nothing could have been more natural or more 
obvious than to have required," &c. Here then in the way of 
demonstration we have a natural and obvious method of making 
an inward affection or disposition a qualification for offices ; and 
yet within three or four pages the demonstration takes a new 
turn^ and his lordship pronounces it ^' an undeniable proposition 
that the real inward dispoi^tion cannot possibly, by any human, 
law, be made a qualification for any office;" (p. 19.) Soagain» 
at p. 29. his lordship is sure that '* an act of parliament cannot 
reach to the inward disposition." What now is become of the 
natural and obvious method which the parliament bad of con- 
fining offices to the well affected to the church ? The undenia* 
ble proposition has run away with the demonstration ; but its 
triumph will be but short; for at p. 42* another test of an inward 
disposition arises ; for an oath, we are told, is a test of veracity, 
which veracity is an inward disposition ; or if it be something 
external, I wish we had its picture by a good hand that we 
might know it when we meet it. 

His lordship's second method, or rather the second half of his 
method, is inconsistent with one great end of the test act allowed 
on both sides. His lordship proposes to change the sacramental 
test into an oath, declaring the person's good affection to the 
church, &c. Now we both allow that it was the undoubted 
design of the act to exclude papists ; and his lordship informs 
us that papists cannot be dispensed with to receive the sacra*- 
ment with us, but may be dispensed with to take oaths : and 
yet changing the sacramental test into an oath is a demonstrable 
method of answering all the ends which I ascribe to the 
test act, the principal of which is the exclusion of papists. 

Surely there was some fate attending it, when of all the sec- 
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txons in the book this only Wds introduce with the triumph of 
demonstratiou ; but I hftre done with it, and hasten to the 
Ibtirth section to take care of some obserrations of my own. 



SECTION IV. 

1. His lordship complains that I impute to him that he sup- 
poses barely receiving the sacrament to be the test required by 
those acts. To which I have this to say, that it appeared to 
me from his language and his reasoning in this case that such 
was his supposition ; nor has be now produced any words of 
his own not consistent with such a supposition. However, as 
this matter does not affect the cause, but is personal between 
his lordship and me, it is not worth prosecuting ; and if I have 
mistaken his meaning, I beg his and the reader's pardon. 
■' 2. I had affirmed that the test lies chiefly on these words in 
the act, " according to the usage and rites of the church (^ 
England." His lordship takes notice here that I had a small 
interval of good sense, which held long enough for me to utter 
one word which spoiled the whole observation. The observa- 
tiOA was, that barely receiving the sacrament was not the test; 
and I must wait for another interval of good sense before I can 
apprehend bow this observation is spoiled by saying that the 
test lies chiefly on the rites and usage of the church of England 
in receiving. 

I add that ** every man, as a Christian, is supposed to re- 
ceive the sacrament somewhere," and infer that ** barely re- 
ceiving the sacrament is no test of any affection to the ecclesi- 
astical constitution of this kingdom/' His lordship says, 
'* this is making the legislature suppose what is absolutely and 
notoriously false ; for it is manifest that there are many pro- 
fessed Christians who receive not at all." I answer, 

1. It is a known maxim in law, that every man is supposed 
to do his duty till the contrary appears* 

2. I say that eve*y man, as a Christian, is supposed, &c. ; 
and I still think that a man cannot be considered as a Chtisk 
tian without supposing him to receive somewhere. And this 
his lordship itaw, when instead of my words he chose others, 
and replied that many professed Christians do never receive. 
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3. His lordship*s reasoning here is founded on the common 
mistake that runs through his answer, *' that the legislature' 
were to consider the principles and practices of every single 
man ;" whereas their view necessarily led them to consider 
only the principles and practices of the several divisions of 
Christians among us, and from thence to infer what would be 
the most probable test to distinguish a churchman from dissen- 
ters of all sorts. In this view the test is proper ; for it is the 
principle of all sects that their way of administering the sacra- 
ment is the true way ; and if there be a sect who are in prin- 
ciple against receiving at all, they can no more receive according 
to the rites of our church than according to any other rites. 

4. This justifies the second supposition found fault with by 
the bishop, namely, '' that no man would receive in such a 
manner but a member of the church of England.'^ The ground 
of this supposition, namely, '^ that a man ought not to separate 
from a true church of Christ settled in the country he belongs 
to, or join in communion with those who do ;'' is as old as 
Christianity ; and I am willing to allow that our legislature 
were intir^ly unacquainted with his lordship's new principles of 
church communion with opposite churches, and consequently 
that they had it not before them to provide against them. But 
I must remind him too that there was no sect then, nor is there 

. now, (whatever may be the case of some particular men of all 
sorts,) who owned such principles ; and I have already told hb 
lordship that general laws respect general circumstances, and 
are not founded on the particularities of individuals ; and if it 
be just reasoning in his lordship to say '^ that these laws were 
not intended to exclude sectaries, because some sectaries will 
comply with the laws ;" it will be just as strong with respect to 
the abjuration oath ; and it must be allowed that the law en- 
joining the oath was not intended to exclude the Pretender, 
because some men (as we are often told) have found ways of 
reconciling the oath with strong inclinations to bring him in. 

2. Another observation which I made, and am now to 
answer for, is, '' that receiving the sacrament is not the qua- 
lification for an o£Bce within the intent of the act, but only the 
proof of it. That the qualification to be proved is good affection 
to the ecclesiastical establishment." 
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1. Hid lordship's first remark here is, that receiviDg, &e. 
has no relation to an esteem of the whole ecclesiastical consti- 
tution : this has been already considered. 

2. In his second he tells us, *' that it may, he thinks, be 
called an undeniable proposition that the real inward disposition 
cannot possibly by any human law be made a qualification for 
any oflEice.'' 

The reason given for this is, that it is not possible to judge 
of real inward affection, which I cannot allow to be true. 
There are many ways to judge of it : all that is true, is only 
this, that we cannot judge of it infallibly ; and true it is also, 
that human laws do not reach to infallibility either in this or 
any other case : moral probability and assurance is all they 
pretend to ; and as Aristotle observes in ethics, so is it in 
government, that is true which is so enl to woXv, 

3. His lordship's next argument is, that affection to the esta- 
blished church is not the qualification required in these acts ; 
because he who performs only the outward act of receiving, &c. 
is duly qualified according to the acts, whether he be friend, 
or a professed enemy to the church established. I beg leave 
to repeat what his lordship ought to have taken notice of, 
** that the word test is a relative term, and always respects 
something that is to be testified." The outward act of receiving 
required by these laws is required as a test ; the question then 
is, what is the thing to be testified ? His lordship must either 
affirm that these laws require no test, and that all the world has 
been under a mistake from the making of the acts to this time; 
or he must say that they require a test, but without intending 
that any thing should be testified by it. His lordship's present 
argument only shows that human laws may be easily evaded, 
which will never amount to a proof that they have no meaning. 
Try the argument in other cases, and see how it will do. Who- 
ever, be he friend or enemy to the church, performs the out- 
ward act of subscribing the articles, of declaring his assent or 
consent, &c. is qualified by law for a living ; the laws therefore 
/requiring such subscriptions and declarations, have no intention 
to keep such as dislike our articles or service, and are enemies 
to the church, out of livings ; but their only true intent is, that 
men should perform these outward actions merely as outward 
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actions, and by so doing be fully qualified for offices in the 
<^urch, and this equally whether they be friends or enemies to 
the church. 

But is it not, you will say, true in fact that they who perform 
the outward acts required by the laws, are in the eye of the 
law qualified for an office ? I answer, it is true. 

Was it not likewise the intention of the legislature that such 
should be reckoned duly qualified ? I answer, it was their in- 
tention. But still this will not do his lordship's business ; fen- 
it remains to be answered as plainly on his side-**«for what rea- 
son did the legislature make choice of these outward acts rather 
than any other, and lay all who were to be in offices under an 
obligation of performing them ? Was it mere humor that led 
the. parliament to this choice, without respect to any purpose 
that was or could be served by it ? Whenever his lordship 
thinks fit to answer these questions, he will answer his own 
book ; in the meanwhile I desire it only of the reader to try if 
he can answer them consistently with his lordship^s principles, 
and the arguments made use of by him in this case. 

4. His lordship's next argument is the same with that which 
went before, excepting only that he is so bountiful as to argue 
with me on the supposition ' of the truth of what I assert, 
namely, '' that receiving in the church is required by the legis- 
lature as a probable mark of affection to the church." And 
yet this being allowed, we are still told that the material out- 
ward action is the qualification in the intention of the law- 
makers : that is, allowing the sacramental test to be required 
only as a sign by the legislature, yet it is the qualification for 
an office, not as a sign, but merely as an outward material 
action : or in plainer words, it was the intention to require it as 
a sign, yet it was not the intention to require it as a sign, but as 
«n external act, without regard to its significancy. I am very 
sorry this argument did not stand with its fellows under the 
title of demonstration. 

But to show the sophistry of this reasoning, we need only 
consider the difference between the primary intention of a law 
and those intentions which attend it merely in order to attain 
the main end. In the present case it is the primary intention of 
the law, that only such should have offices as are well affected 
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to the church. To compaas this intention^ it is necessary to 
settle what shall be taken as a propf of such affection, and to 
limit places to such only as give such proof. This being settled, 
it may be said (which is what his lordship says) that it is the 
intention of the law that all who gire the proof required should 
be capable ; but then this intention is evidently subservient to 
the main intention that only the well affected to the church 
should be capable ; and it is very absurd to suppose any incon* 
sistency between this intention of the law, and that which is the 
main and primary intention or ultimate end of it. What his 
lordship farther adds under this bead, that an enemy to the 
church is qualified by law when he has done what the law re-> 
quires, amounts only to this, that men may defeat the end of a 
law, even whilst they comply with the letter of it. His lord- 
ship declares, I know, '* that the letter of the law is the law, 
and they who perform all that the (letter of the) law of men re* 
quires, obey the law of men." The contrary has always been 
held as an undoubted maxim, with respect to all laws human 
and divine ; and it has been the agreed sense of divines and 
lawyers, and of all men of understanding, that the true sense 
and meaning of the law is the law, even in opposition to the 
letter of the law. What will his lordship say to hundreds of 
texts even in Scripture ? Must we, according to the letter, re- 
joice evermore, and pray without ceasing, and yet mourn with 
those who mourn, and every man do his own business, working 
with his hands ? So in human laws : does he who subscribes 
the declaration against transubstantiation according to the letter 
of the law, and yet believes it ; or he who renounces the pope 
in the words of the law, and yet firmly adheres to him and his 
claims ; do these men obey the law whilst they defeat the inten- 
tion of it ? Let the world be told this plainly, and we shall 
soon have an end of this controversy ; a controversy that cannot 
subsist without the support of such principles as confound and 
destroy all the laws of God and man. 

To proceed— 

His lordship's original charge against these laws was, that 
they were an abuse of the sacrament, that they ** turned it 
aside from its original and natural design, to a purpose against 
its own natuce,'^ &c. Having shown, from a true state of the 
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case, that the laws were not chargeable with so much impiety, 
I added an observation from the corporation act, which was, 
that a man might give the evidence required by that law without 
knowing that his receiving would ever be such an evidence ; 
and consequently without receiving in any other manner, 
with any other view, intention, or thought, than what devout 
Christians have at all times ; which shows that the use made 
of the sacrament by this law does not turn aside the sacrament 
from its original use, or introduce any use contrary to its na- 
ture. His lordship has mistaken this argument, and reasoned 
against something else for about two pages, which as they con- 
cern not me, so neither will I be concerned with them. 

His lordship's next attack is on the use I make of two sta- 
tutes of James I. The first of them (3 Jac. I. cap. 4.) ex- 
pressly charges the papists with complying with the letter of 
the laws before in being, to hide their false hearts; which his 
lordship, who thinks the letter of the law the law, should have 
observed ; and for the better discovery of such persons, a sa- 
cramental test is provided. And yet in opposition to the de- 
clared sense of the act, his lordship goes on with the old story 
of outward acts, of total conformity ; and then, to show that in- 
ward affection had nothing to do in the case, he adds a proof, 
which I wonder he did not call a demonstration : his lordship 
tells us that the legislature required the receiving the sacrament 
as an outward act only, which popish recusants did not and 
were not allowed to perform, &c. I desire to know whether 
papists are under any natural impossibility of receiving the sa- 
crament in the church ; for if they have a natural power to do 
it, supposing they had the will, it is plain their not doing it can 
only discover their will or inward affection. And yet this test, 
which is a test solely on the wills and affections of papists, we 
are told is a proper test ; which is a very proper conclusion of a 
long discourse against the possibility of having a test on inward 
affections. 

As to the second of the two acts (7 Jac. I. cap. 2.), his lord- 
ship will allow all I contend for, that the sacramental test was 
proper to show« who were protestants, (though I trust to be a 
protestant consists in more than externals only,) provided we 
will be content that, by the religion established, in England in 



MISCELLANEOUS TRACTS. 12S 

James the First's time, he may understand not the religion of 
the church established, but the protestant religion in general, 
whether according to the conventicle or the church. I am not 
disposed to allow him this, and so we must not agree ; and I 
must be content that his lordship should ring over his changes 
again on occasional conformity, outward acts, legal intent of 
the letter of the law, &c. 

But for a finishing stroke, we are told that there is no 
arguing from one law to another, from the known sense of the 
expressions or provisions of one, to the probable sense of the 
same expressions and provisions in another ; that the true and 
undoubted meaning of the sacramental test in two acts of 
James I. is no ground for fixing the meaning of the same test, 
used for the same purpose, and expressly applied to the same 
sort of persons by an act of Charles II. 

His lordship here should have considered what I had ob- 
served to him, that a test is used because of its natural signifi- 
cation : the law cannot impose a signification on, or make it 
denote any thing but what it naturally denotes ; and therefore 
the proper and natural signification of a test is always the same, 
though used in twenty acts ; and the certain meaning of it in 
any one must be the meaning of it in all the rest. But I will 
not argue this point. If his lordship can make this rule prevail 
against interpreting one statute by another, much may be done 
towards reforming the pleadings and arguings in Westminster 
Hall ; and I willingly resign all my interest in this solid obser- 
vation to the gentlemen who are likely to have more use for it 
than ever I shall. 

I have now gone through the several arguments which his 
lordship thought fit to make use of, with respect to the mean- 
ing and intention of the laws before us ; from which I hope it 
will appear to every reader how little reason there was for his 
lordship's repeated insinuation, that the intention ascribed to 
these laws is owing to my invention, that it is my supposition, 
contrived to answer my own wishes and design. For my own 
part, I think it a greater crime to counterfeit the law of the 
land than the coin of it. I cannot but think it very injurious 
to charge me with such a design, but I have learned not to be 
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surprised at any thing of this sort that comes from his lordship's 
hand. What ground he had for such a charge will farther ap- 
pear from hence. 

In the first year of the Queen, anno 1702, a bill for prevent- 
ing occasional conformity passed the House of Commons; 
when it came to the Lords it underwent many alterations and 
amendments, which were the subject of several conferences be- 
tween the two Houses, It will not be supposed that the 
Lords and the Commons agreed to put a new sense on the cor- 
poration and test acts manifestly injurious to the dissenters, 
who wanted not at that time very discerning advocates to secure 
them from all oppressions ; but yet this very meaning of the 
two acts, which his lordship is pleased to ascribe to my inven- 
tion and design, was admitted on both sides as the foundation 
of the new law then under consideration. The preamble of the 
bill as sent up from the Commons, had this clause. 

** Nevertheless, whereas the laws do provide that every per- 
son to be admitted into any office or employment, should be 
conformable to the church as it is by law established, by enact- 
ing that every such person so to be employed should receive 
the sacrament of the Lord's Supper according to the rites and 
usage of the church of England : yet several persons dissenting 
from the church as it is by law established, do join with the 
members thereof in receiving the sacrament of the Lord's Sup- 
per, to qualify themselves to have and enjoy such offices and 
employments, and do afterwards res6rt to conventicles or meet- 
ings for the exercise of religion in other manner than according 
to the liturgy and practice of the church of England, which is 
contrary to the intent and meaning of the laws already made : 
be it therefore enacted," &c. 

As the bill was amended by the Lords the clause stood 
thus: 

'' But nevertheless whereas several persons dissenting from 
the church, as it is by law established, do join with the mem- 
bers thereof in receiving the sacrament of the Lord's Supper to 
qualify themselves to have and enjoy offices and employments, 
and do afterwards resort to conventicles and meetings for the 
exercise of religion in other manner than according to the 



MISCELLANEOUS TRACTS. 126 

liturgy and practice of the church of England, which b con- 
trary to the intent and meaning of the laws already made : he 
it therefore enacted/' &c. 

It is evident that both Lords and Commons do agree that 
for any person to receive the sacrament for an office, and after- 
wards to resort to conventicles, was contrary to the intent and 
meaning of the laws requiring the sacramental test. This is so 
plain, that I wonder by what light Dr. Calamy* discovered 
that the Lords disowned that it was the intention of the law, 
that all persons should be conformable to the church, who 
were obliged to receive the sacrament, &c The Lords say in 
their own bill, that it was contrary to tlie intent of the laws 
for such persons to go to meetings ; and I suppose the doctor 
will not impute it to the Lords that it was their opinion that 
the law intended to dispense with all public worship. The 
Lords knew best their own reason for altering the Commons' 
preamble, and they tell us it was because the part left out by 
them asserted a fact which they apprehended to be otherwise ; 
namely, that every person to be admitted into any office was 
bound to take the sacrament ; whereas the Lords apprehended 
that there were some offices which might be had and en- 
joyed without receiving the sacrament; but that the laws 
which require the sacramental test did not intend thereby a 
conformity to the church establbhed, they never say, nor could 
they say it consistently with the preamble of their own bill. 
The then Bishop of Salisbury did indeed at the free confer- 
ence, in answer to a charge of hypocrisy brought against occa« 
sional conformity, observe that, ** it is not a certain inference 
that because a man receives the sacrament in the church, be 
can therefore conform in every other particular ;" but he does 
not pretend to say, in opposition to the bill he was to main- 
tain, that the law had no intention to secure a conformity to 
the church by the sacramental test. The conferences between 
the two Houses on the occasional bill were published by each 
House separately ; and every one may satisfy himself from 
them whether I am truly chargeable with inventing a new in- 
tention for the corporation and test acts, agreeably to my own 
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wishes and design ; a charge, which perhaps it may be ex- 
pected I should submit to with silence, but which, had it come 
from me to his lordship, would, I doubt not, have been adver- 
tised as a calumny long before this time. 

On the whole, let any one consider the state of dissenters 
before the toleration and since, and that alone will enable him 
to determine this part of the controversy. Before the revolu- 
tion non -conformists of all sorts were subject both to penal 
laws and disqualifying laws. The former laws extended to 
the suppressing of all conventicles, and to the punishment of 
every subject who should be found to have resorted to a con- 
venticle for the exercise of religion ; the latter were made to 
exclude all but members of the church established from places, 
and for that reason required of every man, in order to his hav- 
ing and enjoying a place, &c. that he should receive the sacra- 
ment according to the rites of the church of England. This 
test was enacted whilst the penal laws subsisted, and was 
effectual to that purpose in conjunction with them ; there was 
no reason to add a particular provision to the law, that such 
as qualified for places should not afterwards resort to conven- 
ticles, at a time when there were very severe laws restraining 
every subject from that practice. 

At the revolution a toleration was granted to dissenters, 
which was intended to ease them from the penal laws, but not 
from the disqualifying laws ; for the act of toleration expressly 
excepts the disqualifying laws^ and declares and continues all 
dissenters under them. 

But the removal of the penal laws did in the consequence 
enervate and weaken the disqualifying laws, and opened the 
way for such dissenters as would come once to church to qua- 
lify themselves, to go to conventicles for ever after ; for which 
evasion of the law there could be no room as long as it was 
penal to every man to resort to conventicles. 

From the case as it now stands since the toleration, the 
bishop strgues that it never was the intention of the corporation 
and test acts to exclude dissenters from offices of trust ; and 
his main argument is, that by the principles of occasional con- 
formity a man may give the test required, and yet continue a 
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dissenter ; and therefore the law which provided this test only, 
could not intend to exclude dissenters. In answer to- 
which I say, that from the beginning it was not so ; and 
I have shown from the laws in being when the test act 
was made, that it could not be so. I say farther, that 
the toleration was intended only to exempt dissenters from 
penalties, and not to make their way easy to power ; and that 
the advantage which they have made in this respect on the re-, 
moval of the penal laws, is contrary to the intent of the laws; 
still in being, and to the very conditions of the toleration ; and- 
that the occasional bill was not an encroachment on any right 
given or intended to be given to dissenters, but a means only to 
prevent their encroachment on the true intent and meaning of: 
the laws still remaining in force. 

That this was the case appears sufficiently from the act of 
toleration itself ; but the steps previous to this act make it still 
plainer. 

On the 16th of March 1688, King William made a speech to 
both Houses, in which he says, '^ I am, with all expedition I 
can, filling up the vacancies that are in offices and places of 
trust by this late revolution ; I know you are sensible there is 
a necessity of some law to settle the oaths to be taken by all 
persons to be admitted to such places. I recommend it to your 
care to make a speedy provision for it, and as I doubt not but 
you will sufficiently provide against papists, so I hope you will 
leave room for the admission of all protestants that are willing 
and able to serve. 

** This conjunction in my service will tend to the better 
uniting you among yourselves, and the strengthening you against 
your common adversaries." 

How this proposal from the throne to make room for the ad- 
mission of all protestants without distinction into offices and 
places of trust was taken by the two Houses, may be seen by 
their joint address, presented the 19th of April, 1689; in which, 
after their most humble thanks rendered to his Majesty for his 
declaration, and repeated assurances that he would main- 
tain the church of England established by law, they add — 

** We humbly pray your Majesty will be graciously pleased 
to continue your care for the preservation, of the same, whereby 
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you will effectually establish your throne, by securing the hearts 
of your Majesty's subjects within these your realma, yfho can no 
better way show their zeal for your senrice than by a firm ad« 
herence to that church whose constittttion is best suited to the 
support of this monarchy. 

*' We likewise humbly pray that according to the ancient 
practice and usage of this kingdom in time of parliament, your 
majesty will be graciously pleased to issue forth your writs as 
soon as conveniently may be for calling a conrocation of the 
clergy of this kingdom to be adyised with in ecclesiastical mat- 
ters, assuring your majesty that it is our intention forthwith to 
proceed to the consideration of giying ease to protestant dis- 
senters." 

The king had desired room for the admission of all protestants 
into offices of trust ; his two Houses humbly pray him to con- 
tinue his care for the preserration of the church of England, 
which would effectually establish his throne ; and with respect 
to dissenters, they promise to proceed to the consideration of 
giving them ease. 

The king's answer, signed by himself, and delivered to the 
House of Lords, April 20, 1689, was — 

*' Though I have had many occasions of assuring you that I 
will maintain the church of England as by law established, yet 
I am well pleased with every opportunity of repeating those 
promises, which I am resolved to perform by supporting this 
church, whose loyalty, I doubt not, will enable me to answer 
your just expectations. And as my design in coming hither 
was to rescue you from the miseries you labored under, so it is 
a great satisfaction to. me that by the success God has given me, 
I am in a station of defending this church, which has effectually 
shown a zeal against popery, and shall always be my peculiar 
care ; and I do hope the ease you design to dissenters will con- 
tribute very much to the establishment of this church, which 
therefore I do earnestly recommend to you, that the occasions 
of differences and mutual animosities may be removed, and 
as soon as conveniently may be I will summon a convoca- 
tion," 

In consequence of this, the act of indulgence, which gave 
ease to dissenters, but left no room for their admission into 
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offices of trusty was prepared* and passed tbe royal assent. May 
^, 1689 ; and the king, as far as I can recollect, never made 
any other attempt in favor of dissenters. 



SECTION V. 

The intention of the Occasional Act briefly considered. 

That nothing might pass unanswered that fell from my pen, 
his lordship has taken pains to give a new meaning even to the 
occasional act, as it is commonly called. I had observed that 
"when the doctrine of occasional conformity for places pre- 
vailed, it broke in on the evidence (required by the corporation 
and test acts) just as the doctrine of equivocation and mental 
reservation broke in on the evidence of an oath/' In answer 
to this his lordship says, *' that receiving in the church is no 
evidence of constant communion with it," which has been 
already considered : and he concludes that the ** act of occa- 
sionally receiving gave the evidence required by the test act ;'* 
the contrary to which the reader has seen asserted both by Lords 
and Commons in their preambles to an occasional bill, anno 
1702. And bis lordship himself tells us that should papists 
once come to receive occasionally, the evidence would then be 
broken through, and new methods of exclusion must be found 
out; which difference between liie occasional conformity of 
papists and dissenters he grounds on this, that the test act did 
intend to exclude papists, and not dissenters. His lordship was 
conscious this reason would not bear being applied to the cor- 
poration act, which was made peculiarly to exclude dissenters, 
and therefore he very wisely confines his observation to the test 
act only. And if what I have said of the intention of the test 
act be true, his lordship must own the occasional conformity of 
dissenters did break in on the evidence of that also; so that this 
argument is only the old account over again, that the test act 
had no relation to dissenters. 

His lordship asks me with what justice the doing a thing ac- 
counted lawful by myself can be said to be criminal. In answer 
to which I say, that whether occasional conformity be criminal 
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or not criminal, is not my present business to inquire ; be it 
never so innocent a practice, nay, be it highly commendable, 
yet still it broke in on the evidence required by the law ; and 
in this respect only I compared it to mental reservation. And 
if nothing is criminal which a man accounts to be lawful ^ his 
lordship will find it hard to prove even mental reservation to 
be criminal in any particular case ; but will he for that reason 
say that it is no evasion of the evidence of an oath required by 
law, because he who swears with mental reservation does every 
thing required by law ? that is , repeats the words of the oath, 
kisses the book, &c. 

But to proceed. 

Either his lordship or the occasional act is chargeable with 
great inconsistency ; for at p. 55. we are told that it was re- 
solved (as the ground of the occasional act) to confine all offices 
to constant conformists : at p. 60. we are assured that the act 
allowed such a behavior in private, as supposes the man in 
office not intirely satisfied with a total uninterrupted confor- 
mity. What this private behavior is, which is inconsistent 
with constant conformity, and allowed by the act, I know not. 
Conformity is in its nature a public thing ; it relates to public 
assemblies and worship, and meddles not with men's private be- 
havior in their closets or in their families : how then should a 
man*s private behavior show him to be dissatisfied with constant 
conformity, in which his private behavior has no concern. It may 
just as well be proved from a clergyman's wearing a morning- 
gown in his study, that he is no approver of the canonical ap- 
-parel ; especially, should he pray with his family in that dress, it 
.would follow in his lordship's method that he was an enemy to 
the surplice. His lordship knows that the church does not re- 
strain her members from using other prayers than the liturgy in 
private ; he knows that many of the best conformists do use 
other devotions in their families ; how then can any thing of 
this sort show a man not to be satisfied with a constant con- 
formity, when the most constant conformists are known to 
approve in themselves and others such practices ? 

The ground of all this is, as his lordship informs us, '^ that 
the act leaves persons in office the liberty of having such wor- 
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skip as themselves like in privBte, and allowing a congregation 
of nine above their own family." But does this suppose per- 
sons in ofBce to be dissatisfied with constant conforming? His 
lordship might as well say that all our acts of uniformity, and 
all other laws and canons relatin'g to the church, are built on 
a supposition that the people are dissatisfied with constant con- 
formity, since the members of the church are not restrained by 
any of these I'aws from the like liberty ; and much more 
strongly might he prove that all Ihe church of England divines, 
who have composed or recommended forms of family prayer 
different from those of the liturgy, were dissatisfied with con- 
stant conformity. 

The clause in the occasional act on which his lordship founds 
this objection, was inserted to prevent the laws being abused 
by men in office on one hand, and by malicious informers on 
the other, and therefore it fixes what shall be adjudged in law a 
conventicle ; and it has made every meeting for the exercise, 
of religion, where the liturgy is not used, to be a conventicle, 
if ten or more besides the family are present at it ; which is a 
proper provision — 

1. That men in office may not, under the pretence of family 
devotion, keep conventicles in their houses ; and, 

2. That they may not be liable to prosecutions or forfeitures 
for not confining themselves to the liturgy in their family 
prayers ; which no law whatever requires they should do. 

But this clause appears to his lordship in another light, and 
he thinks that it ^' supposes many persons to be well qualified 
for offices, who like another church better than that established." 
But how a man's not liking the church established is to be in- 
ferred from his not using the liturgy in his family, which no 
law of the church requires him so to use, is a secret not yet 
disclosed. 

But I wonder his lordship did not, for the advantage of his 
argument, lay hold rather on another provision there is in the 
act. For as a family meeting for devotion shall not be ad- 
judged in law to be a conventicle, although the liturgy be not 
used, provided there be not present ten or more besides the 
family ; so neither shall any meeting, not being of ten or more 
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in number, in any pAatse or house not inhabited by a family, 
be adjudged a conventicle in law> though other prayers than 
those prescribed in the liturgy should be used at such meeting* 
Had his lordship been made sensible of this provision, he 
wottld> it is probable, hare told us that it amounted to an ex- 
press allowance to men in o£Bce to go to conventicles ; since 
their meeting in a company not exceeding nine in any noted 
conventicle in town or country would not amount to a forfei-^ 
ture by this act. His lordship has not used this argument, and 
therefore 1 am not in his debt for an answer to it ; but to pre-' 
vent any ill use being made of this part of the act, I shall give 
a short account of it. 

In the 13th and 14th Car. II. there passed an act, intituled 
* An Act for preventing mischiefs and dangers that may arise 
by certain persons called quakers and others refusing to take 
lawful oaths ;* in which it is, among other things, enacted that 
if the persons commonly called quakers do assemble themselves 
under pretence of religious worship not authorised by the laws 
of the realm, the party offending being convicted shall forfeit 
for the first offence five pounds, for the second ten^ for the 
third shall abjure the realm. But in this act it was provided 
that no person should be liable to prosecution for being at any 
meeting where the number of persons present did not amount 
to five ; which limitation was to prevent unreasonable and nia-> 
licious prosecutions, but could not be intended to give licence 
or encouragement to quaker's meetings, which the act restrained 
by very severe penalties. In an act of the 16th Car. II. and 
in another 22nd Car. II. each intituled, ' An Act to prevent 
and suppress seditious conventicles,' there is the same limita^ 
tion ; and therefore it is very absurd to suppose such limita« 
tion to be meant or intended as an allowance of Cogy^'^f^oloe 
when it appears in the acts made to prevent and sup*j,. ^*^, 
venticles. *^^^ Con. 

From these acts the limitation was derived i^f. 
casional act; the occasional bills in the begiu^. ^^ oc^ 
queen kept to the old limitation of five ; but ^k ^ ^^ the 
passed, it was considered that there were few g. ^^ act 
England but had often more than five above th^; *^^eti in 
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in their houses ; on which account the number was increased 
from five to ten, and the alteration was extended to both parts 
of the provision, as well that for meetings in houses not in- 
habited, as that for family meetings. This I take to be the 
truth of the case ; and if his lordship can make any advantage 
of it, it is at his service. 
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SUMMARY. 



Design of the writer's letter. Jurisdiction of the University 
of Cambridge over its own members stated. Value of this pri- 
vilege. Jealousy shown by the University against all attempts 
to hurt or impair it. Keply to one who denies that there is so 
much as the appearance of any statute for the power of degrad- 
ing. Full account of the affair between Dr. Bentley and the 
University, which has occasioned the present letter. Conclud- 
ing reflexions on the rude manner in which the Chancellor, as 
well as the Vice-chancellor, is treated by the doctor. Surprise 
expressed at the application which he is making to the king 
and council in this cause. 
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THE PROCEEDINGS 

OF THE VICE-CHANCELLOR AND UNIVERSITY OF CAM- 
BRIDGE AGAINST DR. BENTLEY, STATED AND VINDI- 
CATED : IN A LETTER TO A NOBLE PEER. 



Cambridge, October 27, 1718. 
My lord, 

In answer to your lordship's request, I sit down to give you 
some account of Dr. Bentley's case, and the expectation of his 
bringing our vice-chancellor, or the university, or both, to 
answer for their proceedings before the higher powers. Your 
lordship observes with how much scurrility the vice-chancellor 
and heads of the university, and every member who voted 
against the doctor, are treated by the writer of the letters in the 
public prints ; yet your lordship will be so far from expecting 
that I should return any such usage to the doctor or his friends, 
that I know you have too great a sense of decency and good 
manners to forgive me if I should. 

The university of Cambridge (the case is the same at Oxford) 
has been possessed time out of mind of a jurisdiction over its 
own members, not only in points of discipline and correction, 
but in personal pleas ; so that all matters of debt, and con- 
tracts, and bargains whatever, between scholar and scholar, or 
between scholar and any other person, arising within the limits 
of the university's jurisdiction, are determinable within the 
chancellor's court. This court has been confirmed and esta- 
blished by almost as many charters as we have had kings in 
England since the conquest ; but the last and the fullest was 
granted by Queen Elizabeth, and was followed by an act of 
parliament which confirmed and ratified the queen's charter, 
and all other charters granted by her royal progenitors, kings 
of England. 
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This privilege has been ever highly valued among us, not 
only as such, but as necessary to the rery being and preserva- 
tion of the university ; fordo but consider, my lord, what a case 
we should be in, if a tutor were liable to be called to the courts 
above, and to run through the forms of law, for every debt 
contracted by his pupils, or every difference arising among the 
scholars themselves, or among the scholars and people of the 
town. The reason of the case is so strong, that not only the 
universities, but, as I am informed, most corporations in Eng- 
land, have a right to hold pleas in personal contracts, &c. within 
themselves ; and that there is not a fair in the kingdom but has 
a court incident to it, to determine matters arising in it on the 
spot, to prevent the intolerable burden which otherwise would 
lie on the subject, if persons meeting together at a fair from dis- 
tant parts of the kingdom, were to repair to the courts in West- 
minster-Hall to have their market bargains and differences 
heard and determined. I mention this to dbow your lordship 
that the privilege granted to the universities of holding courts 
within themselves, is not a thing so peculiar to us that it ought 
to be envied by our fellow subjects, as if it exempted us from 
common subjection to the laws of our country, but that it is a 
(Nrivilege common to us and other corporate bodies, and founded 
not in mere partiality to the universities, but on wise and solid 
reasons, and such as have obtained the like privilege for other 
bodies throughout the kingdom. 

When you reflect, my lord, how necessary and indeed essen- 
tial to our very being this privilege is, you will not be surprised 
to be told how very jealous the university has been in all times 
of all attempts to hurt or impair it. This jealousy runs through 
all our statutes from the most ancient times, and there are no se- 
verer punishments than those ordained against the impugners 
and violators of the jurisdiction of the university, and the autho* 
rity of her courts and judges. As the court itself is of a mixed 
nature, and has both civil and ecclesiastical jurisdiction, so the 
punishments in this case provided are of both kinds. One of 
our oldest statutes, and which is still in force, expresses it thus : 
Si quis de universitate jurisdictionem cancettarii contemnent 
propriam velalienam infurUan cum deliberatione vel ex inter- 
vallo vindicaverit, Sfc. si monitus ad arUtrium canceUarii vH 
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univerntatis satisfaeere noluerit cum effectu^ infra triduum eh 
tiniversitate expellaiur ; cateris pienisjuxta privikgia, ccnsue-* 
tudinesy et statula malefactorihua impanendis, eisdem malefac-^ 
iorihus infligendis. And in the same statute it follows ; con^ 
tra eancellarii quoque , prohibitionem colluctanteB et alias sibi 
inobedientei et eontumaees cum mper hujusmodi secundum 
modum universitatis fuerint convicti, sine differentii persona- 
rum simili pcend coerceantur, si hoc meruerit protervitas contu- 
macium. In another statute of like antiquity we read thus : 
Mem exeommunicamus et excommunicatos denunciamus omnes 
perturbatores paeis universitatis Cantabrigia, ac etiam omnes 
et singulos privilegia libertates seu consuetudines ejusdem uni* 
versitatis apptobatas et eonsuetas indebit^ et malitiose impug- 
nantes, &g. And again, we find in the same hody of statutes, 
in what manner they are to be dealt with who obstruct the ju- 
risdiction ; Judicis jurisdictionem impedientes excommuni- 
centur, 

I will not trouble your lordship with more quotations from 
our statutes, which are full of this matter ; but since the author 
of the letter in St. James's Post, October 23. thinks fit to inti- 
mate that there is not " so much as the appearance of any sta* 
tote for the power of degrading," I beg leave to lay before you 
part of another statute full in this point. The title of it is, tie 
clerici ad forum laieale trahantur. The view of the statute 
is to prevent and punish all attempts in the members of the uni- 
versity to decline the uni verity jurisdiction; it decrees there- 
fore, that not only all who actually prosecute others in other 
courts, but likewise that all who do aii»s in hae parte quo-^ 
mod&libet vexare, shall stand excommunicated till they make 
full satisfaction ; and they are to make satisfaction in two re- 
spects, (which I rather take notice of, because it shows the 
ground of the senate's interest in these matters,) to the party 
vexatiously molested, and to the university cujus jurisdictio 
fuerit usurpata tel impedita : and it farther declares that every 
offender of this kind be a quocunque actu et honore doctorali, 
magisieriaHy seu sehoiasliea alienus habeaiur extune et ex- 
clusus* 

On this foundation your lordship will be better able to judge 
of the present affair* Dr. Bentley acquaints the public that 
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the original cause had relation to a fee paid him as Regias Pro- 
fessor ; this is so far true, that the doctor would not have pre- 
tended, I believe, to this fee if he had not taken himself to be 
Regius Professor ; but then it is equally true that this fee could 
not be so much as claimed by him as Regius Professor : the 
king's professor has a salary appointed him, and paid by Tri- 
nity College, and has no manner of claim or pretence to any 
fee whatever for any thing that he does or can do as professor, 
lliis fact I will venture to say you may depend on ; so may 
you on this other, that considering him as father of the incep- 
tors in divinity, (in which capacity only he could pretend to 
any fee,) he had no right to four guineas or any part of that 
sum by any statute or custom of the university : it was an arbi- 
trary demand, begun by himself, supported by threats and vio- 
lence ; and he might just as well have claimed ten guineas as 
four; as he publicly declared indeed to the vice-chancellor 
and heads twelve months ago, that if they pretended to contra- 
dict him in taking four, he would insist on ten, or there should 
be no doctors in divinity created. It would be too long a 
story to tell your lordship now, on what gounds Dr. Bentley. 
calls himself Regius Professor, or to set forth by what violent 
methods he seized the chair in opposition to those who had the 
right of election, and in direct contradiction to the charter of 
foundation, which excludes the Master of Trinity from being 
professor, for very good reasons ; and among others this is a 
very substantial one, that the charter constituting a Regius Pro- 
fessor appoints the Master of Trinity in many cases to be the 
professor's visitor, in such manner that without him others, 
concerned as visitors, can do nothing : but I shall pass by this 
matter, because it is very probable that the doctor's present en- 
deavors will render it necessary to open this whole scene before 
a proper authority. 

Well then, suppose him to be Regius Professor. 

About a year ago his Majesty was pleased to honor the uni- 
versity with his royal presence ; and according to ancient usage 
in such cases, the university had an extraordinary commence- 
ment, and conferred degrees in all faculties on the persons 
named by his Majesty. In divinity there were many promoted 
to be doctors; who, according to custom, applied to the pro- 
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fessor to be presented and created. Dr. Ben tley, besides the 
usual (and therefore statutable) fee for presenting and creating, 
demanded of each four guineas ; complaint of this was brought 
before the vice-chancellor and heads, who were of opinion 
that the professor had no such right. On this Dr. Bentley 
(supposing there could be nothing done without him) declares 
iaone of the doctors should commence ; that the vice-chancellor 
or heads should not judge of his demand ; and that if any ques- 
tioned his right to four guineas, he would insist on ten. Here 
then was at first setting out a renunciation of the university ju- 
risdiction in a cause, which in every view was subject to their 
jurisdiction, and to theirs only. Many of the new doctors, who 
had a great way to go home, considering that to go home and to 
come again, when this demand should be determined, for their 
degrees would be a loss greater than four guineas, complied, 
and were presented and created ; and others, that they might 
not lose their seniority, complied likewise, though they did it 
with difficulty ; and therefore Dr. Bentley, going on to refuse 
submission to the university, gave promissory notes to some of 
them to return their money, if ever the cause should be deter- 
mined against him by the king or his secretaries. I am not sure 
that I am exact in the form, for I have not seen any of these 
notes; but that they excluded the university jurisdiction, I am 
sure from all accounts* Now this was such an overt act of 
that crime which our statutes declare punishable with the 
greatest severity, that I think it had been, together with his 
speeches and declarations to the same effect in the senate- 
house before the whole university, a sufficient ground to have 
proceeded against him ; and had the offence been then laid 
hold on, and the punishment since inflicted by the senate been 
at that time decreed against him, the university would have 
been so justifiable in their proceedings, that the doctor must 
have torn our constitution up by the roots before he could 
have had any redress but from a proper behavior and sub- 
mission on his own part. That he was not proceeded against, 
I do for myself verily believe to be owing to a tenderness in 
the governors of the university, who were unwilling that any 
dispute should arise, from the happy occasion of his Majesty's 
presence among us. They foresaw (what experience has now' 
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confirmed) that every thing of this kind would be charged as a 
mark of disaffection ; they knew how certainly some would 
make the charge, and how easily others would receive it. They 
sat down therefore with a tameness, of which I defy the doctor 
and his friends to give a like instance since the foundation of 
the university. 

But nothing being done in consequence of Dr. Bentley's 
promissory notes, and there being no likelihood of a determina- 
tion from the court, where (by all I can learn) there was no 
inclination to take hold of a cause so peculiarly under the juris- 
diction of the university ; some of the sufferers began to complain, 
and Dr. Middleton many months ago declared that if he had 
not his four guineas returned, he would commence a suit against 
the doctor in the vice-chancellor's court. The letter in the St. 
James's Post, October 18th, charges our vice-chancellor with 
being in the concert to bring disgrace on Dr. Bentley, and as 
having the chief hand in this design : a suggestion so unworthy » 
and (as I believe) so false, that nothing can exceed it, and the 
doctor himself, if he pleases, is best able to justify the vice- 
chancellor. The vice-chancellor's proceedings show the quite 
contrary to what is charged on him ; Dr. Middleton applied 
to him for a decree many weeks (I think months,) before he 
could obtain one : in the meanwhile the vice-chancellor ap- 
plied to Dr. Bentley, and not once or twice, but often desired 
him to put an end to this cause, and not to permit it to come 
to a public hearing ; and he had so far prevailed on him once, 
that (as Dr. Bentley's friends here aver) he sent the four gui- 
neas to the vice-chancellor to be disposed of as he thought fit ; 
but the vice-chancellor not being at home, all went back again : 
and whereas it is suggested that the vice-chancellor said, that 
if ever Dr. Bentley's case came before him, he would condemn 
him, I have reason to suspect that this must arise from what 
the vice-chancellor said to the doctor himself in friendship, when 
he pressed him to make up the cause : and if it does, it is a sad 
instance of the effects of passion. 

But at last the vice-chancellor told Dr. Bentley plainly 
that he could not in justice any longer deny a decree, and that 
if he was resolved to do nothing himself, be would grant one. 
Then Dr. Bentley threw in his way the objection from the ne- 
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cessary concurrence of nine heads to grant an arrest against 
any doctor or head of a college ; on this the vice-chancellor 
€alls a meeting of the heads, the objection is proposed and con- 
sidered, the statute examined ; and they declare that they see 
no ground for such a privilege in cases of this nature ; and to 
prevent any such pretence to the obstruction of common jus- 
tice, they declare themselves ready to give authority (if it was 
wanted) to grant such a decree : this was afterwards put into 
form and signed by nine heads. This objection being over, 
the vice-chancellor, that he might be wanting in no respect or 
even in civility to Dr. Bentley, wrote him a letter to ac- 
quaint him with what was done, and to desire him once more 
to consider whether he would end this cause himself before 
a decree issued. In answer to this letter Dr. Bentley comes to 
the vice-chancellor, expostulates with him in very high terms, 
and among many other very indecent expressions, told him at 
his own house, ** that he would not be judged by him and his 
friends over a bottle," meaning the heads who had been in a 
consultation with the vice-chancellor on this affair. So that 
whilst he thought nine heads could not be had (many being 
out of town) to join with the vice^Kshancellor, so long 
their aathority was necessary; but after they had joined, their 
authority was nothing : they were the vice-chancellor's bottle 
friends, and he would submit to none of them. This appears to 
me, after the best inquiry I can make, to be a just and true 
account of our vice-chancellor's conduct in this affair to the 
time of granting the decree ; and I refer it to your lordship, or 
even to any man of common reason to judge whether here is 
any thing that looks like a man acting in concert to bring dis- 
grace on Dr. Bentley. 

But to go on : after this usage, and after all hopes of Dr. 
Bentley's doing any thing to put an end to the cause were 
over, the vice-chancellor granted his decree ; and it was put 
into the hands of the beadle, who is the proper officer to serve 
it on such occasions. What Dr. Bentley's behavior was when 
he was served with the decree of the vice-chancellor, your 
lordship* shall have in the words of the beadle's deposition, 
which he delivered on oath. 
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THE beadle's deposition. 



** On Tuesday the 23rd of September, I waited on Dr. Bent- 
ley, and told him I had orders from Mr. Vice-chancellor to 
arrest him at the suit of Dr. Middleton ; he asked me why I 
came so late, that he had expected me all the afternoon, de- 
signing to write by the post to the king about it ; I told him 
I brought it soon after I received it. Well, said he, it is ille- 
gal and unstatutable, and I will not obey it; let me see your 
arrest — are there nine heads to it? I told him I could not part 
with it, because it was my authority: well, said he, you shall 
have it again, only let me peruse it. Then he took it, and said 
it signified nothing, because there was not the consent of nine 
heads; and added, that the vice-chancellor used him worse 
than he would any common doctor of the town, that the vice- 
chancellor was not his judge, and that he should find the king 
alone was his judge, as he was his Regius Professor ; that the 
vice-chancellor should not think that he would be concluded 
by what he and four or five of his friends determined against 
.him over a bottle ; that they acted foolishly, calling an arrest and 
a summons to his court the same thing, and that if he gave bail 
or went to prison, he satisfied the law. 1 told him I thought 
that was only in part, and then asked him for my arrest ; he 
said, I might leave it with him, but that he would give it me 
whenever I called for it or wanted it, and so we parted. 

'* The next day in. the morning I went and demanded it of 
him ; he said he had farther occasion for it, and could not part 
with it; I told him he broke his word and promise with me, and 
pressed him to restore it : well, well, said he, you shall come 
to no damage by it; and he added, that he would give it roe 
when Friday was over : I said he dealt uncivilly by me, and 
would put me on difficulties ; but he absolutely refused to do it, 
and so I went off; and going to the vice-chancellor, told him 
what usage I had met with ; he told me I must get another 
decree, which I did from Mr. Cooke of Magdalen's, but when 
I went with it to Dr. Bentley's, he would not see me, and I was 
refused admittance. 

" On Thursday September the 25th, about two of the clock, 
Mr. Simpson and I went together to Dr. Bentley's, into the 



MISCELLANEOUS TRACTS. 143 

room where they dine; the company was just gone out, and 
after a little time Mr. Simpson left me, and went to the vice- 
chancellor's. Not long after Dr. Ashenhurst, Mr. Lisle, and 
Mr. Witton came in to me. Mr. Lisle asked me what authority 
I had to stay in another man's house against the master's leave ; 
I said, I was not to give him an account: he said he believed 
I could not justify it; I then asked him why he did not turn 
me out ; well, said he, if you want 'your arrest, I will give it 
you, and have orders to tell you, you shall come to no damage 
so far as a hundred pounds go. I said if Dr. Bentley would 
give it me I would thank him, but would receive it from no 
other hand ; they staid some time longer with me, and then 
going out. Dr. Ashenhurst said, well, Mr. Beadle, if you will 
not go out of the room, I will lock you in ; which he did, but 
soon after returned and opened it. Awhile after this the mas- 
ter's servant came in and desired I would go away : I told him 
I had orders to stay longer ; on which he said he was com- 
manded to lock the door ; and the doors on both sides of the 
room were locked on me for two hours at the least. After six 
of the clock I knocked, and the door was opened to me, not 
long after which Mr. Simpson came and called me away. 

" On Saturday, September the 27th, at night, I went again 
to Dr. Bentley's. Mr. Witton came out and asked my business ; 
I told him I came to speak with Dr. Bentley from the vice- 
chancellor ; he came out again and said the doctor was busy 
and had nothing to say to me; I told him I wanted my decree. 
He came out the third time and brought it in his hand ; I said 
I would not receive it but from the doctor himself as he had pro- 
mised ; he said the doctor knew I came to complete the arrest 
and would not then be seen by me, and that I must not tbink 
he would be arrested when 1 please, but that three or four days 
hence perhaps he would consent to it." 

Edward Clarke, 
Edvardus Clarke, BedelLArm. Jurat Depf in pne Script, 
esse vera Juratnto ei delaf per me Roberium Grove 
cut Dm^' Procanc. Potestat' dedit JuramHum in hac 
. parte defer end* 

Ita, Test. Robertus Grove Not. Publicus 
' Acad. Cant' Reg'. 
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Your lordship will observe thai Dr, Beniley peremptorily 
pronounces the vice-chancellor's decree to be ille^l and un- 
statutable^ and declares that he will not obey it ; adding that 
the vice-chancellor was not his judge ; which is followed with 
a great threatening to the vice-chancellor, and that *'he shall 
find ;*' so sure did he make himself from the beginning that he 
should be supported in his disobedience to the jurisdiction of the 
university ; though I assure your lordship we do not in this 
place conclude from these big words that the doctor had any 
encouragement from his and our superiors to treat the judge 
and jurisdiction of our courts in the manner he has done. But 
this is not all : he once more renounces obedience to the vice- 
chancellor in terms of great reproach to him and his heads ; 
*' the vice-chancellor must not think that he would be con- 
cluded by what he and four or five of bis friends determined 
against him over a bottle." Pray consider this expression ; the 
circumstance here added of their being over a bottle is very in- 
decent and rude : but the great contempt and indignity lies in 
the suggestion that the vic^-chancellor and heads had deter- 
mined against him even before the decree for his appearance 
was served on him. How would this be indured in the case of 
any other judge? What must become of a man who should 
afiirm of any other of the king's judges, that they came deter- 
mined against a certain man before his cause was heard ? If 
this in the present case can be justified or even excused, then 
is the university unfortunate indeed ; since of all the courts in 
the kingdom hers is the only one that may be safely despised, 
contemned, and trampled on ; her judge the only one whose 
office ought not to screen bim from contempt and reproachful 
censure. But why do I expostulate ? Purely there is not a 
man of sense in the kingdom who will vindicate such be- 
havior. 

The next thing observable in the deposition is, that Dr. 
Bentley got the decree from the beadle under pretence of read- 
ing, and on promise of returning it again, and then put it in his 
pocket, and absolutely refused to deliver it back : and when the 
beadle appeared concerned that he had so unwarily parted with 
the decree, being conscious that he should give but an ill account 
of himself to the vice-chancellor* the doctor encourages him to 
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despise the vice-cbancellor , and tells him h$ shall come to no 
damage; which was not said by chance, for afterwards on an- 
other occasion he had the same encouragement from the doctor 
delivered in a message by Mr. Lisle, who acquainted him that 
he had orders to tell him that he should come to no damage 
as far as a hundred pounds went. So that first the doctor by 
a Very unfair art (to say no worse) gets the decree into his pos- 
session; then tries to corrupt the officer, and to encourage 
him in not doing his duty by a promise to bear him harmless, 
and names how far he would go, to a hundred pounds. Your 
lordship is better acquainted with our laws and the practice of 
them than I pretend to be ; and pray, my lord, what name 
would any other court give to such tampering with one of their 
i^cers ? What would my lord chief justice say to one who 
ebould get his warrant out of the officer's hands, and then to 
ease the officer for his negligence promise to support him against 
the King's Bench ? I suppose that in common law this would 
be reckoned a great contempt ; in common sense I am sure it 
is so. 

Hithertp the beadle was not ill used in his person ; but when 
it appeared that he was not manageable, but that he persisted 
in demanding the decree, then a new scene opens : instead of 
good words and promises of a hundred pounds to secure him 
from damage, he is made a prisoner and locked up. The first 
who turned the key on him was Dr. Ashenhurst, though I sup- 
pose it is not his ordinary business to lock up the lodge : soon 
after he returns and opens the door ; soon after which a servant 
of the master comes and locks the door again. I take it for 
granted now the defence for all this is to be, that any man may 
lock his own doors, or may order his servant to do it.; though 
the true design was to impound the officer of the court, and no- 
thing else was thought of when Dr. Ashenhurst locked the 
door ; but when that was done they began perhaps to consider 
how to justify it; in order to which it was thought, I presume, 
more proper that a servant of the master's should shut the doors 
on the officer, for he would act a natural part in shutting up his 
master's house : Dr. Ashenhurst therefore comes to unlock the 
door ; a servant soon follows to lock it again : but will such a 
thin disguise cover an action of this nature, when all the 
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circumstances so plainly speak the true sense and meaning 
of it? 

Your lordship has observed in the beadle's deposition, that 
a second decree was granted by the yice-chancellor in order to 
bring the doctor into judgment, on his having possessed himself 
of the first ; I am therefore to give your lordship an account 
what became of it. Mr. Clarke the beadle attended several 
times to serve it, and what usage he met with you have seen in 
his own words ; it was afterwards put into the hands of an- 
other of our university beadles, who served it on the doctor, on 
ivfaich he gave bail for his appearance ; and this circumstance 
is insisted on in behalf of the doctor as a cure for all that passed 
before, as that which made him rectm in curii, and wiped away 
all the contempt shown to the jurisdiction and judge of the 
university, and all the violence and vexation offered to the 
officer of the court in the discharge of his duty. But, my lord^ 
if it shall be made evident to you that, notwithstanding the doc- 
tor put in bail for his appearance, yet he did not appear at the 
court day, this circumstance, I suppose, will pass for an aggra- 
vation, and not for an excuse or justification of his offence. The 
truth is that Mr. Lisle (one of the proctors of our court) now 
affirms that he was ordered by Dr. Bentley to appear for him, 
and was in court for that purpose; and for any thing that I 
know certainly to the contrary, he might inform the court of it. 
Be that as it will, yet this was no appearance. Our statute is 
very express that no man can appear in our court by his proctor 
who does not first appear in person, (unless it be in case of sick- 
ness,) and desire the judge to assign him a proctor ; and it is to 
be presumed that Dr. Bentley, who has himself been judge of 
this court, (though I think he hardly ever came at it,) at least 
it is certain that Mr. Lisle who has practised as a proctor of 
the court near four years, could nqt be ignorant of this matter : 
but I shall have occasion to mention this circumstance again, 
when I have the honor to inform your lordship of the proceed- 
ings of the vice-chancellor and the university. 
. It will take up a little time to transcribe the passages from 
our statutes, which must necessarily be sent to enable you to 
judge in this affair. But I hope within a post or two to give 
your lordship a satisfactory account. 
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In the meantime I cannot help expressing my indignation to 
you, at seeing the rude manner in which his grace the Duke of 
Somerset, our chancellor, is treated. When the doctor informs 
the world publicly that there is a report that his grace is to act 
a part beneath (as we are told) his honor and dignity, it is a 
poor salvo to add that he does not give credit to it. And when, 
in his zeal to charge the yice-chancellor, he sets him forth as 
attempting to involve his grace in those difficulties which his 
violence has brought on himself, he shows what an opinion he has 
of his grace's abilities ; who, I assure your lordship, is too well 
known and too much esteemed here, for any vice-chancellor to 
dare to attempt to involve him in any action beneath his honor 
and dignity; and in this particular case he has acted a part 
so suitable to his own and the university's honor, that this 
place will ever retain sentiments of the highest respect towards 
him. 

But indeed the doctor pays as little respect to his new patrons 
as he does to his old ones, when he endeavors to insinuate his 
cause into their favor, by telling thdm that if such a power be 
allowed as has been executed in his case, it will enable a vice- 
chancellor to discourage all opinions that do not suit with his 
scheme. What opinions the vice-chancellor has power to re* 
strain and discourage, your lordship shall have in the words of . 
our statute. Prohibemus ne quisquam in condone aliquit in 
loco communi tractando, in leciionibus puhlicis, sen aliter pub- 
lice infra universitatem nostram, quicquam doceat^ tractet, vel 
defendat contra religionem, seu efmdem aliquam partem in 
regno nostro publica auctoritate receptam, et stabilitam, out 
contra aliquem statum, auctoritatem, dignitatem seu gradum 
vel ecclesiasticum vel civilem hujus nostri regni Angli€e vel Hi- 
bemicB, You see, my lord, that the vice-chancellor has autho- 
rity to restrain no opinions but such as are contrary to the reli- 
gion established, and the form of ecclesiastical and civil go- 
vernment. And the doctor has given a broad hint what use he 
would make of the professor's chair, if he may be but delivered 
from the fear of the vice-chancellor. But this insinuation is so 
opprobrious to the honorable persons whom he and his friends 
here publicly name as the espousers of his cause, that I shall 
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not explain it for fear of making myself a sharer in the crime of 
the author. 

But vhat your lordship informs me of is still more surprising, 
that he is making application to the king and council in this 
cause. How is it possible ? Can it enter even into Dr. Bent- 
ley's head to appeal to that very board to protect him in his 
contempt of the university authority, where there has b^n an 
appeal lodged for many months against himself, for his great 
abuse of authority in Trinity-College : does the doctor think 
that honorable board has leisure to attend to his complaint, 
^ which, according to his own account, can relate only to the 
legal methods of our proceeding ; the cause itself being such 
that I dare venture to say he will not appeal to any court on 
the merits of it 
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SUMMARY. 

Account given of the origin of the undertaking, arising out i 
of Woolston's trial and conviction. Second meeting of the 
party who had agreed to discuss the subject: proceedings pre- 
paratory to the discussion stated. Counsel for Woolston pro-^ 
poses that his antagonist should lay before the court the evi- 
dence which he intends to maintain. Counsel on the other: 
side objects, inasmuch as he has no new claim to support, and 
has no reason to bring his own title into question : it b sufficient 
if he maintains it when called in question. Counsel for Wool- 
ston rejoins, that, since his antagonist requires him to admit 
tUngs incredible, in virtue of the evidence he maintains, he 
onght to set forth his claim, or else leave the world to be di- 
]«cted by common sense. Decision of the judge, that counsel 
for Woolston would be. right, if the truth of the Christian re- 
ligion were the point in judgment, but is not in the present in- 
stance. Counsel forWoolston proceeds to observe on his antago-^ 
nist's claim, to prescription, but insists that prescription cannot * 
avcdl against reason and common sense. Counsel on the other 
side waives all advantage from the antiquity of the resurrec-* 
tion, and the general reception which the belief of it has found- 
in the world. Counsel for Woolston suspects some art even in 
this concession, conceiving that amain reason why men believe 
the resurrection arises from their not conceiving it possible that 
any one should attempt, much less succeed in, such a scheme, 
on the mere foundation of human cunning: is pressed by his 
antagonist to show what fraud of this kind ever prevailed 
universally in the world. Counsel for Woolston instances the? 
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pretensions to inspiration set up by Pythagoras, Numa, &c. 
This answered : it only shows that revelation is by common 
consent the very best foundation of religion : difference of the 
cases stated. Case of Mahomet instanced : this also is an- 
swered, and the case of Dr, Emmes recommended to consi- 
deration. Counsel for Woolston observes that this case is so 
far to the purpose, that it shows to what lengths enthusiasm will 
carry men : this answered with regard to thie resurrection. 
Counsel on both sides are called to the point in question by 
the judge. It is settled, by appeal to the jury, that the objec- 
tions shall be argued and answered separately. Counsel for 
Woolston argues to the contrivance of the fraud from the begin- 
ning of Christ's ministry to his.death : his arguments answered 
seriatim by the counsel for the resurrection, who observes in ' 
conclusion, that there must of necessity have been either a 
real miracle or a great fraud in the case ; there is no medium ; 
we must either admit the miracle, or prove the fraud. Counsel 
tot Woolston asks, why might it not be enthusiasm in the mas- 
ter which occasioned his prediction, and fraud in the servants 
who put it in execution? Answer: this is new matter, and 
not a reply : this transaction was represented as a fraud 
throughout ; now it is supposed that Christ was an honest en- 
thusiast, and his disciples only cheats. Counsel for Woolston 
professes himself ready to go on to prove the fraud. Particu- 
lars of our Saviour's crucifixion, death, and burial, allowed to 
have been accurately recorded. Counsel for Woolston goes oa 
with his arguments to prove that the fraud was executed in the 
period intervening between the burial and resurrection of our 
Saviour. These arguments answered by his antagonist. What- 
ever credit his objections may gain in this age, it is shown that 
they had none when they were first spread abroad ; and that 
the very persons with whom the story of oilr Saviour's body 
being stolen originated, did not believe it themselves. Coun- 
sel for Woolston offers a few words in reply to his antagonist's 
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observations on the case of Lazarus, the seal of the sepulchre, 
the character of the disciples, King Agrippa's complaisance to 
Paul, and Gamaliel's adyic^. Last period of time considered, 
beginning from the resurrection and taking in the ministry of the 
Apostles. The last and main article of- the case entered on, 
namely, the nature of the evidence which they gave to the 
world in favor of the resurrection. Preliminary complaint, that 
evidence, which relates to the most essential point of Chris- 
tianity, was not put beyond all exception. Objections to the 
representation of facts and to the testimony of those who were 
appointed to be witnesses. Answer by the counsel for the re- 
surrection to a concluding observation of his antagonist, that 
no evidence can be sufficient to prove a c^/se like this, which 
is in its nature impossible, or at least impossible to be proved 
to the satisfaction of a rational inquirer. Answers to his ob- 
jections against the representation of thin^ and the testimony 
of witnesses. Concluding observations, by counsel for Wool- 
ston, on this reply. Address to theiury by the judge. Sum- 
ming up of the evidence given on both sides. Verdict of th^ 
jury, that the disciples are not guilty of giving £alse evidence 
in the case of our Saviour's resurrection. 
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THE TRIAL 

DF THE WITNESSES OF THE RESURRECTION OF JESU9. 



We were, not long; since, some gentlemen of the inns of 
t^ourty together, each to other so well known, that no man's 
presence was a confinement to any other from speaking his 
mind on any subject that happened to arise in conversation; 
The meeting was without design, and the discourse, as in like 
cases, various. Among other things we fell on the subject of 
Woolston's trial and conviction, which had happened some few 
days before : that led to a debate how the law stands in such 
cases, what punishment it inflicts ; and, in general, whether 
the law ought at all to interpose in controversies of this kind. 
We were not agreed in these points. One, who maintained 
the favorable side to Woolston, discovered a great liking and 
lipprobation of his discourses against the miracles of Christ, 
and seemed to think his arguments unanswerable. To which 
another replied, I wonder that one of your abilities, and bred 
to the profession of the law, which teaches us to consider the 
nature of evidence, and its proper weight, caQ be of that opi- 
nion ; I am sure you would be unwilling to determine a pro- 
perty of five shillings on such evidence as you now think ma- 
terial enough to overthrow the miracles of Christ. 

It may easily be imagined that this opened a door to much 
dispute, and determined the conversation for the remainder of 
the evening to this subject. The dispute ran through almost 
all the particulars mentioned in Woolston's pieces ; but the 
thread of it was broken by several digressions, and the pursuit 
of things which were brought accidentally into the discourse. 
At length one of the company said, pleasantly. Gentlemen, you 
do not argue like lawyers; if X were judge in this cause, I 
would hold you better to the point. The company tooli: the 
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hint, and cried they should be glad to have the cause re-heard, 
and him to be the judge. The gentlemen who had engaged 
with mettle and spirit in a dispute which arose accidentally, 
seemed very unwilling to be drawn into a formal controversy ; 
and especially the gentleman who argued against Wooltston 
thought the matter grew too serious for him, and excused him- 
self from undertaking a controversy in religion, of all others 
the most momentous ; but he was told that the argument should 
be confined merely to the nature of the evidence, and that 
might be considered without entering into any such controversy 
as he would avoid ; and to bring the matter within bounds and 
under one view, the evidence of Christ's resurrection, and the 
exceptions taken to it, should be the only subject of the confe- 
rence. With much persuasion he suffered himself to be per- 
suaded, and promised to give the company and their new-made 
judge a meeting that day fortnight. The judge and the rest 
of the company were for bringing on the cause a week sooner'; 
but the council for Woolston took the matter up, and said. 
Consider, Sir, the gentleman is not to argue out of Littleton,' 
Plowden, or Coke, authors to him well known ; but he must 
have his authorities from Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John ; 
and a fortnight is time little enough of all conscience to gaiii a 
familiarity with a new acquaintance ; and turning to the gen- 
tleman, he said, I will call on you before the fortnight is out; 
to see how reverend an appearance you make behind Hammond 
on the New Testament, a Concordance on one hand, and* a 
folio Bible with references on the other. You shall be wel- 
come. Sir, replied the gentleman, and perhaps you may find, 
some company more to your own taste; he is but a poor 
council who studies one side of the question only, and therefore 
I will have your friend Woolston, T — 1, and C — s, to entertain 
you when you do me the favor of the visit. On this we parted 
in good humor, and all pleased with the appointment made,' 
except the two gentlemen who were to provide the entertain- 
ment. 

THE SECOND DAY. 

The company met at the time appointed ; but it happened 
in this, as in like cases it often does, that some friends to somej 
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of the compuiyy who were not of the party the first day, had g6€ 
notice of the meeting ; and the gentlemen who were to debate 
the question 9 found they had a more numerous audience than 
they expected or desired. He especially who was to maintain 
the evidence of the resurrection, began to excuse the necessity 
he was under of disappointing their expectation, alleging that 
he was not prepared ; and he had persisted in excusing himself, 
but that the strangers who perceived what the case was, offered 
to withdraw, which the gentleman would by no means consent 
to : they insisting to go, he said he would much rather submit 
himself to their candor, unprepared as he was, than be guilty 
of so much rudeness as to force them to leave the company. 
On which one of the company smiling, said, It happens luckily 
that our number is increased ; when we were last together, we 
appointed a judge, but we quite forgot a jury, and now I think 
we are good men and true, sufficient to make one. This thought 
was pursued in several allusions to legal proceedings, which 
created some mirth, and had this good effect, that it dispersed 
the solemn air which the mutual compliments on the difficulty 
before-mentioned had introduced, and restored the ease and 
good humour natural to the conversation of gentlemen. 
^ The judge perceiving the disposition of the company, thought 
it. a proper time to begin, and called out. Gentlemen of the jury, 
take your places ; and immediately seated himself at the upper 
end of the table. The company sat round him, and the judge 
called on the council for Woolston to begin. 

Mr. A., council for Woolston, addressing himself to the 
judge, said. 

May it please your lordship ; I conceive the gentleman on 
the other side ought to begin, and lay his evidence, which he 
intends to maintain, before the court ; till that is done, it is to 
no purpose for me to object. I may perhaps object to something 
which he will not admit to be any part of his evidence, and 
therefore, I apprehend, the evidence ought in the first place to 
be distinctly stated. < 

Judge. — Mr, B., What say you to that ? 

Mr, B., council on the other side : — 

My Lord, if the evidence I am to maintain were to support 
any new claim^ if I were to gain any thing which I am not 
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already possessed of, the gentleman would be in the right ; but 
the evidence is old, and is matter of record, and I have been 
long in possession of all that I claim under it. If the gentle- 
man has any thing to say to dispossess me, let him produce it, 
otherwise I have no reason to bring my own title into question. 
And this I take to be the known method of proceeding in such 
cases ; no man is obliged to produce his title to his possession ; 
it is sufficient if he maintains it when it is called in question. 

Mr. A. — Surely, my lord, the gentleman mistakes the case. 
I can never admit myself to be out of possession of my under- 
standing and reason ; and since he would put me out of this 
possession, and compel me to admit things incredible, in virtue 
of the evidence he maintains, he ought to set forth his claim, or 
leave the world to be directed by common sense. • 

Judge. — Sir, you say right ; on supposition that the- truth of 
the Christian religion were the point in judgment. In that 
case it would be necessary to produce the evidence for the 
Christian religion; but the matter now before the court is, 
whether the objections produced by Mr. Woolston are of 
weight to overthrow the evidence of Christ's resurrection. You 
see then the evidence of the resurrection is supposed to be what 
it is on both sides, and the thing immediately in judgment is 
the value of the objections, and therefore they must be set 
forth. The court will be bound to take notice of the evidence, 
which is admitted as a fact on both parts. Go on, Mr. A. 

Mr. A. — My lord, I submit to the direction of the court. I 
cannot but observe that the gentleman on the other side, unwil* 
ling as he seems to be to state his evidence, did not forget to lay 
in his claim to prescription, which is, perhaps, in truth, though 
he has too much skill to own it, the very strength of his causes 
I do allow that the gentleman maintains noliiing but what his 
father and grandfather, and his ancestors, beyond\time of man's 
memory, maintained before him : I allow too that prescription 
in many cases makes a good title ; but it must always be with 
this condition, that the thing is capable of being prescribed for; 
and I insist that prescription cannot run against reason and 
common sense. Customs may be pleaded by prescription ; 
but if on showing the custom, any thing unreasonable appears 
in it, the prescription fails ; for length of time works nothing 
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towards the establishing any thing that could never have a legal 
commencement. And if this objection will overthrow all pre- 
scriptions for customs ; the mischief of which extends perhaps 
to one poor village only, and affects them in no greater a con- 
cern than their right of common on a ragged mountain ; shall 
it not much more prevail when the interest of mankind is con- 
cerned, and in no less a point than his happiness in this life^ 
and in all his hopes for futurity ? Besides, if prescription must 
be allowed in this case, how will . you deal with it in others ? 
What will you say to the ancient Persians, and their fire- 
altars? Nay, what to the Turks, who have been long enough 
ia possession of their faith to plead — 

Mr. B. — I beg pardon for interrupting the gentleman, but 
it is to save him trouble. He is going into his favorite com- 
mon-place, and has brought us from Persia to Turkey already ; 
and if he goes on, I know we must follow him round the globe. 
To save us from this long journey, I will waive all advantage 
from the antiquity of the resurrection, and the general reception 
the belief of it has found in the world ; and am content to con- 
sider it as a fact which happened but last year, and was never 
heard of either by the gentleman's grandfather or by mine. 

Mr. A. — I should not have taken quite so long a journey as 
the gentleman imagines, nor, indeed, need any man go far 
from home to find instances to the purpose I was on. But 
since this advantage is quitted, I am as willing to spare my 
pains as the gentleman is desirous that I should. And yet 
I suspect some art even in this concession, fair and candid as 
it seems to be. Por I am persuaded that one reason, perhaps 
the main reason, why men believe this history of Jesus, is, that 
they cannot conceive that any one should attempt, much less 
succeed in such an attempt as this, on the foundation of mere 
human cunning and policy ; and it is worth the while to go 
round the globe, as the gentleman expressed himself, to see 
various instances of the like kind, in order to remove this preju- 
dice.- But I stand corrected, and will go directly to the point 
now in judgment. 

Mr. B. — My Lord, the gentleman in justification of his first 
l^giiment has entered on another of a very different kind, I 
think 1^ is sensible of.it, and seeming to yield up. one of his 
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popular topics, is indeed artfully getting rid of another, which 
has made a very good figure in many late writings, but will 
not bear in any place, where he who maintains it may be asked 
questions. The mere antiquity of the resurrection I gave up ; 
for if the evidence was not good at first, it cannot be good.now. 
The gentleman is willing, he says, to spare us his history of an* 
•c^nt errors, and intimates that on this account he passes over 
many instances of fraud that were like in circumstances to the 
case before us. By no means, my lord, let them be passed 
over. I would not have the main strength of his cause be- 
trayed in complaisance to me. Nothing can be more material 
than to show a fraud of this kind that prevailed universally in 
the world. Christ Jesus declared himself a prophet, and put 
the proof of his mission on this ; that he should die openly and 
publicly, and rise again the third day. This surely- was the 
hardest plot in the world to be managed ; and if there be one 
instance of this kind, or in any degree like it, by all means let 
it be produced. 

Mr. A. — My Lord, there has hardly been an instance of a 
false religion in the world, but it has also afforded a like in- 
stance to this before us. Have they not all pretended to in- 
spiration ? On what foot did Pythagoras, Numa, and others 
Bet up?' Did they not all converse with the gods, and pretend 
to deliver oracles. 

Mr. B. — ^This only shows that revelation is by the common 
consent of mankind the very best foundation of religion, and 
therefore every impostor pretends to it. But is a man's hiding 
himself in a cave for some years, and then coming out into the 
world, to be compared to a man's dying and rising to life again ? 
So far from it, that you and I and every man may do the one> 
but no man can do the other. 

Mr. A. — Sir, I suppose it will be allowed to be as great a 
thing to go to heaven and converse with angels and with God; 
and to come down to the earth again, as it is to die and rise 
again. Now this very thing Mahomet pretended to do, and 
«11 his disciples believe it. Can you deny this fact? 

Mr. B. — Deny it, Sir ? No. But tell us who went with 
Mahomet ? Who were his witnesses ? I expect, before we have 
done, to hear of the guards set over the sepulchre of Christ, and 
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the seal of the stone : what guard watched Mahomet in his 
going or returning ? What seals and credentials had he ? He 
himself pretends to none. His followers pretend to nothing 
but his own word. We are now to consider the evidence of 
Christ's resurrection, and you think to parallel it by producing 
a case, for which no one ever pretended there was any evidence. 
You have Mahomet's word ; and no man ever told a lie but 
you had his word for the truth of what he said ; and therefore 
you need not go round the globe to find such instances as these. 
But this story, it is said, has gained great credit, and is received 
by many nations ; very well, and how was it received ? Was 
not every man converted to this faith with the sword at his 
throat ? In our case, every witness to the resurrection, and 
every believer of it was hourly exposed to death : in the other 
case, whoever refused to believe, died, or what was as bad, 
lived a wretched conquered slave : and will you pretend these 
cases to be alike ? One case indeed there was within our own 
memory, which in some circumstances came near to the case now 
before us. The French prophets put the credit of their mission 
on the resurrection of Dr. Emmes, and gave public notice of 
it. If the gentleman pleases to make use of this instance, it is 
at his service. 

Mr. A. — ^The instance of Dr. Emmes is so far to the purpose, 
that it shows to what lengths enthusiasm will carry men. And 
why might not the same thing happen at Jerusalem which hap- 
pened but a few years ago in our own country ? Matthew and 
John and the rest of them managed that affair with more dex- 
terity than the French prophets ; so that the resurrection of 
Jesus gained credit in the world, and the French prophets sank 
under their ridiculous pretensions. That is all the difference. 

Mr. B. — Is it so ? And a very wide difference, I promise 
you. In one case, every thing happened that was proper to 
convince the world of the truth of the resurrection ; in the other, 
the event manifested the cheat : and on the view of these cir- 
cumstances, you think it sufficient to say, with great coolness, 
that is all the difference. Why, what difference do you expect 
between truth and falsehood ? What distinction — 

Judge. — Gentlemen, you forget that you are in a court, and are 
falling into dialogue. Courts do not allow of chit-chat. Look 
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ye, the eTidence of the resurrection of Jesus is before the court, 
recorded by Matthew, Mark, and others. You must take it 
as it is ; you can neither make it better nor worse. These wit- 
nesses are accused of giving false evidence* Come to the point ; 
and let us hear what you have to ofifer to prove the accusation. 

Mr. B. — Is it your meaning, Sir, that the objections should 
be stated and argued all together, and that the answer should 
be to the whole at once ? Or would yoi4 have the objections 
argued singly, and answered separately by themselves. 

Judge. — I think this court may dispense with the strict forms 
of legal proceedings, and therefore I leave this to the choice of 
the jury. 

After the jury had consulted together, the foreman rose up. 

The foreman of the Jury. — We desire to hear the objections 
argued and answered separately. We shall be better able to 
form a judgment by hearing the answer, whilst the objection is 
fresh in our minds. 

Judge. — Gentlemen, you hear the opinion of the jury. Go 
on. 

Mr. A. — I am now to disclose to you a scene, of all others 
the most surprising. ''The resurrection has been long talked 
of, and to the amazement of every one who can think freely, 
has been believed through all ages of the church.'** This 
general and constant belief creates in most minds a presump- 
tion that it was founded on good evidence. In other cases the 
evidence supports the credit of the histoiy ; but here the evi- 
dence itself is presumed only on the credit which the story has 
gained. I wish the books dispersed against Jesus by the an- 
cient Jews had not been lost ; for they would have given us a 
clear insight into this contrivance.f But it is happy for us, that 
the very account given by the pretended witnesses of this fact 
is sufficient to destroy the credit of it. 

The resurrection was not a thing contrived for its own sake. 
No ! It was undertaken to support great views, and for the 
sake of great consequences that were to attend it. It will be 
necessary therefore to lay before you these views, that you may 

* Sixth Discourse; p. 17. t Ibid. p. 4. 
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the better judge of this part of the contrivance, when you hav^ 
the whole scene before you. 

The Jews were a weak superstitious people, and, as is com- 
mon among such people, gave great credit to some traditionary 
prophecies about their own country. They had besides some 
old books among them, which they esteemed to be writings of 
certain prophets who had formerly lived amolig them, and whose 
memory they had in great veneratton. From such old books 
and traditions they formed many extravagant expectations ; and 
among the rest one was, that some time or other a great victo- 
rious prince should arise among them, and subdue all their ene- 
mies, and make them lords of the world. In Augustuses time 
they were in a low state, reduced under the Roman yoke ; and 
as they never wanted a deliverer more, so the eagerness of this 
hope, as it happens to weak minds, turned into a firm expecta- 
tion that he would soon come.* This proved a temptation to 
some bold and to some cunning men, to personate the prince so 
much expected ; and '* nothing is more natural and common 
to promote rebellions, than to ground them on new prophecies', 
or new interpretations of old ones ; prophecies being suited to 
the vulgar superstition, and operating with the force of religion."* 
Accordingly many such impostors rose, pretending to be the 
victorious prince expected ; and they and the people who fol- 
lowed them perished in the folly of their attempt. 

But Jesus, knowing that victories and triumphs are not things 
to be counterfeited ; that the people were not to be delivered 
from the Roman yoke by sleight of hand ; and having no hope 
of being able to cope with the emperor of Rome in good earnest, 
took another and more successful method to carry on his design. 
He took on him to be the prince foretold in the ancient pro-' 
phets; but then he insisted that the true sense of the prophecies 
had been mistaken ; that they related not to the kingdoms of 
this world, but to the kingdom of heaven ; that the Messias was 
not to be a conquering prince, but a suffering one ; that he was 
not to come with horses of war and chariots of war, but was 
to be meek and lowly, and riding on an ass. By this means he 

• See Sclieme of Literal Prophecy, p. 26. t Ibid. p. 27. 
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^t the common and necessary foundation for a new revelation^ 
which is to be built and founded on a precedent revelation.* 

To canyon this design , he made choice of twelve men of .no 
fortunes or education, and of such understandings as gave no 
jealousy that they would discover the plot. And what is most 
wonderful, and shows their ability, whilst the master was 
preaching the kingdom of heaven, these poor men, not weaned 
from the prejudices of their country, expected every day that 
he would declare himself a king, and were quarrelling who 
should be his first minister. This expectation had a good 
^ect on the service, for it kept them constant to their master. 

I must observe farther, that the Jews were under strange ap- 
prehensions of supernatural powers ; and as their own religion 
was founded on the belief of certain miracles said to be wrought 
by their lawgiver Moses, so were they ever running after won- 
ders and miracles, and ready to take up with any stories of this 
kind. Now as something extraordinary was necessary to sup- 
port the pretensions of Jesus,, he dexterously laid hold on thisi 
weakness of the people, and set up to be a wonder-worker* 
His disciples were well quali^ed to receive this impression ; 
they saw, or thought they saw, many strange things, and wenii 
<4Ue to spread the fame and report of them abroad. 

Hiis conduct had the desired success. The whole country 
tras alarmed, and full of the news of a great prophet's being 
come among them. They were too full of their own imagina-« 
tion to attend to the notion of a kingdom of heaven : here was 
one mighty in deed and in word ; and they concluded he was 
the very prince their nation expected. Accordingly they once 
attempted to set him up for a king, and at another time attended 
him in triumph to Jerusalem. This natural consequence opens' 
the natural design of the attempt. If things had gone on suc- 
cessfully to the end, it is probable the kingdom of heaven would 
have been changed into a kingdom of this world. The design 
indeed failed, by the impatience and over-hastiness of the mul-' 
titude, which alarmed not only the chief of the Jews, but the 
Koman governor also. 

The case being come to this point, and Jesus seeing that b^ 

* See. Discourse of the Grounds^ &c. Cb. iv«M 
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could not escape being put to death, he declared that the ancient 
prophets had foretold that the Messias should die on a cross, 
and that he should rise again on the third day. Here was the 
foundation laid for the continuing this plot, which otherwise 
had died with its author. This was his legacy to his followers ; 
which having been well managed by them and their successors, 
has at last produced a kingdom indeed, a kingdom of priests, 
who have governed the world for many ages, and have been 
strong enough to set kings and emperors at defiance. But so it 
happens, the ancient prophets appealed to are still extant ; and 
there being no such prophecies of the death and resurrection of 
the Messias, they are a standing evidence against this story. As 
he expected, so it happened that he died on a cross ; and th^ 
prosecuting of this contrivance was left to the management of 
his disciples and followers. Their part is next to be consi'- 
dered — 

Mr. B. — My lord, since it is your opinion that the objections 
should be considered singly, and the gentleman has carried his 
scheme down to the death of Christ, I think he is come to a 
proper rest ; and that it b agreeable to your intention that I 
should be admitted to answer. 

Judge. — You say righty Sir. Let us hear what you answer 
to this charge. 

Mr. B. — My lord, I was unwilling to disturb the gentleman 
by breaking in on his scheme ; otherwise I should have re-^ 
minded him that this court sits to examine evidence, and not 
to be entertained with fine .imaginations. You have had tt 
scheme laid before you, but not one bit of evidence to support 
any part of it ; no, not so much as a pretence to any evidence^ 
The gentleman, I remember, was very sorry that the old books 
of the Jews were lost, which would, as he supposes, have set 
forth all this matter ; and I agree with him that he has much 
reason to be sorry, considering his great scarcity of proof. And 
since I have mentioned this, that I may not be to return to it 
again, I would ask the gentleman now, how he knows there 
ever were such books ? And since if ever there were any, they 
are lost, how he knows what they contained ? I doubt I shall 
have frequent occasion to ask such questions. It would indeed 
be a sufficient answer to the whole^ to repeat the several suppo- 
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sitibns that have been made^ and to call for the evidence on 
which they stand. This would plainly discover every part of 
the story to be mere fiction. But since the gentleman seems 
to have endeavored to bring under one view the many insinua- 
tions which have of late been spread abroad by different hands, 
and to work the whole into a consistent scheme, I will, if 
your patience shall permit, examine this plot, and see to whom 
the honor of the contrivance belongs. 

The gentleman begins with expressing his " amazement, 
that the resurrection has been believed in all ages of the 
church.'^ If you ask him why, he must answer, because the 
account of it is a forgery ; for it is no amazement to him surely, 
that a true account should be generally well received. So that 
this remark proceeds indeed from confidence rather than amaze- 
ment, and comes only to this, that he is sure there was no 
resurrection ; and I am sure this is no evidence that there was 
none. Whether he is mistaken in his confidence, or I in 
mine, the court must judge. 

The gentleman's observation, that the general belief of the 
resurrection creates a presumption that it stands on good evi- 
dence, and therefore people look no farther, but follow their 
fathers, as their fathers did their grandfathers before them, is 
in great measure true ; but it is a truth nothing to his purpose* 
He allows that the resurrection has been believed in all ages of 
the church ; that is, from the very time of the resurrection : 
what then prevailed with those who first received it ? They 
certainly did not follow the example of their fathers. Here then 
is the point, how did this fact gain credit in the world at first ? 
Credit it has gained, without doubt. If the multitude at present 
go into this belief through prejudice, example, and for company 
sake, they do in this case no more nor otherwise than they do 
in all cases. And it cannot be denied but that truth may be 
received through prejudice as it is called, that is, without ex<- 
amining the proof or merits of the cause, as well as falsehood. 
What general truth is there, the merits of which all the world, 
or the hundredth part, has examined ? It is smartly said some- 
where, that the priest only continues what the nurse began ; 
but the life of the remark consists in the quaintness of the anti- 
thesis between the nurse and the priest, and owes its support 
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much more to sound than to sense. For is it possible that 
cbiidren should not hear something of the common and popular 
opinions of their country, whether those opinions be true or 
false ? Do they not learn the common maxims of reason this 
way ? Perhaps every man first learned from his nurse that two 
snd two make four ; and whenever she divides an apple among 
her children, she instils into them this prejudice, that the whole 
is equal to its parts, and all the parts equal to the whole ; and 
yet Sir Isaac Newton (shame on him !) what work has he made, 
what a building has he erected on the foundation of this nursery* 
teaming? As to religion, there never was a religion, there 
never will be one, whether true or false, publicly owned in any 
country but children have heard and ever will hear more or 
less of it from those who are placed about them. And if this 
is and ever must be the case, whether the religion be true or 
false, it is highly absurd to lay stress on this observation, 
wlien the question is about the truth of any religion ; for the 
observation is indifferent to both sides of the question. 

We are now, I think, got through the common-place learn- 
ing, which must for ever, it seems, attend on questions of this 
nature ; and are coming to the very merits of the cause. 

And here the gentleman on the other side thought proper to 
begin with an account of the people of the Jews ; the people 
iA whose country the fact is laid, and who were originally and 
in some respects principally concerned in its consequences. 

Ttiey were, he says, a weak superstitious people, and lived 
ttfidertfae influence of certain pretended prophecies and pre- 
dictions ; that oil this ground they had, some time before the 
i^pearance of Christ Jesus,«conceived great expectations of the 
ooming of a victorious prince, who should deliver them from 
the Roman yoke, and make them all kings and princes. He 
goes on then to observe, liow liable the people were, in this 
state of things, to be imposed on and led into rebellion by any 
one who was bold enough to take on him to personate the prince 
expected. He observes farther, that in fact many such impos- 
tors did arise, and deceived multitudes to their ruin and de- 
struction. 

I have laid these things together, because I do not intend to 
dispute these matters with the gentleman. . Whether the Jews 
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.were a weak and superstitious people, and influenced by false 
prophecies, or whether they had true prophecies among them, 
19 not material to the present question. It is enough for the 
gentleman's argument, if I allow the fact to be as he has 
stated it ; that they did expect a victorious prince, that they 
were on this account exposed to be practised on by pretenders, 
and in fact were often so deluded. 

This foundation being laid, it was natural to expect, and I 
believe your lordship and every one present did expect, ih^t 
the gentleman would go on to show that Jesus laid hold of this 
opportunity, struck in with the opinion of the people, and pro- 
fessed himself to be the prince who was to work their deliver- 
ance. But so far, it seems, is this from being the case, that the 
charge on Jesus is, that he took the contrary part, and set up 
in opposition to all the popular notions and prejudices of his 
country ; that he interpreted the prophecies to another sense and 
meaning than his countrymen did ; and by his expositions took 
away all hopes of their ever seeing the victorious deliverer so 
much wanted and expected. 

r know not how to bring the gentleman's premises and his 
conclusion to any agreement ; they seem to be at a great vari- 
ance at present. If it be the likeliest method for an impostor 
to succeed, to build on the popular opinions, prejudices, and 
prophecies of the people ; then surely an impostor cannot pos- 
sibly take a worse method than to set up in opposition to all 
the prejudices and prophecies of the country. Where was the 
art and cunning then of taking this method? Could anything 
be expected from it but hatred, contempt, and persecution? 
and did Christ in fact meet with any other treatment from the 
Jews ? And yet when he found, as the gentleman allows he 
did, that he must perish in this attempt, did he change his note ? 
Did he come about and drop any intimations agreeable to the 
notions of the people ? It is not pretended. This, which in 
any other case which ever happened, would be taken to be a 
plain mark of great honesty or great stupidity, or of both, is 
in the present case, art, policy, and contrivance. 

But it seems Jesus dared not set up to be the victorious prince 
expected, for victories are not to be counterfeited. I hope it 
was no crime in him that he did not assume this false character, 
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and try to abuse the credulity of the people : if he had done so, 
it certainly would have been a crime ; and therefore in this 
point at least he is innocent. I do not suppose the gentleman 
imagines that the Jews were well founded in their expectation 
of a temporal prince ; and therefore when Christ opposed this 
conceit at the manifest hazard of his life, as he certainly had 
truth on his side, so the presumption is that it was for the sake 
of truth that he exposed himself. 

No; he wanted, we are told, the common and necessary 
foundation for a new revelation, the authority of an old one, to 
build on. Very well ; I will not inquire how common or how 
necessary this foundation is to a new revelation ; for be that 
case as it will^^ it is evident that in the method Christ took, he 
had not nor could have the supposed advantage of such foun- 
dation. For why is this foundation necessary ? A friend of 
the gentleman's shall tell you. '< Because it must be difficult 
if not impossible to introduce among men (who in all civilised 
countries are bred up in the belief of some revealed religion) a 
revealed religion wholly new, or such as has no reference to a 
preceding one ; for that would be to combat all men on too 
many respects, and bot to proceed on a sufficient number of 
principles necessary to be assented to by those on whom the 
first impressions of a new religion are proposed to be made."* 
You see now the reason of the necessity of this foundation ; it 
is that the new teacher may have the advantage of old popular 
opinions, and fix himself on the prejudices of the people. Had 
Christ any such advantages, or did he seek any such ? The 
people expected a victorious prince ; he told them they were 
mistaken : they held as sacred the traditions of the elders ; he 
told them those traditions made the law of God of none efifect :• 
they valued themselves for being the peculiar people of God ; 
he told them that people from all quarters of. the world should 
be the people of God, and sit down with Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob, in the kingdom : they thought God could be worshipped 
only at Jerusalem ; he told them God might and should be 
worshipped everywhere : they were superstitious in the ob^ 
servance of the sabbath ; he/ according to their reckoning, 

* Discourse of the Grounds, p. 24. 
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broke it frequently : in a word, their washings of hands and 
potSy their superstitious distinctions of meats, their prayers in 
public, their yillanies in secret, were all reproved, exposed, and 
condemned by him ; and the cry ran strongly against him that 
he came to destroy the law and the prophets. And now, Sir, 
what advantage had Christ of your common and necessary foun- 
dation ? What sufficient number of principles, owned by the 
people, did he build on ? If he adhered to the old revelation 
in the true sense, or (which is sufficient to the present argu- 
ment) in a sense not received by the people, it was, in truth, 
the greatest difficulty he had to struggle with. And therefore 
what could tempt him but purely a regard to truth, to take on 
himself so many difficulties which might have been avoided, 
could he have been but silent as to the old revelation; and left 
the people to their imaginations ? 

To carry on this plot, we are told that the next thing which 
Jesus did was to make choice of proper persons to be his dis- 
ciples. The gentleman has given us their character ; but as 
I suppose he has more employment for them before he has done, 
I desire to defer the consideration of their abilities and c6nduct 
till I hear what work he has for them to do. I would only ob- 
serve that thus far this plot differs from all that ever I heard of. 
Impostors generally take advantage of the prejudices of the 
people ; generally too they make choice of cunning dexterous 
fellows to manage under them ; but in this case Jesus opposed 
all the notions of the people, and made choice of simpletons, it 
seems, to conduct his contrivances. 

But what design, what real end was carrying on all this 
while ? Why, the gentleman tells us that the very thing dis- 
claimed, the temporal kingdom, was the real thing aimed at 
under this disguise. He told the people there was no founda- 
tion to expect a temporal deliverer. Warned them against all 
who should set up those pretensions : he declared there was no 
ground from the ancient prophecies to expect such a prince ; 
and yet by these very means he was working his way to an op- 
portunity of declaring himself to be the very prince the people 
wanted. We are still on the marvellous; every step opens 
new wonders. I blame not the gentleman ; for what but this 
can be imOigined, to give any account of these measures im- 
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puted to Christ ? Be this never so unlikely, yet this is the only 
thing that can he said. Had Christ heen charged with enthu* 
siasniy it would not have been necessary to assign a reason for 
his conduct : madness is unaccountable : ratione tnodoque trot-' 
tori nan vulL But when design, cunning, and fraud, are made 
the charge, and carried to such a height as to suppose him to 
be a party to the contrivance of a sham resurrection for him* 
self, it is necessary to say to what end this cunning tended. 
It was, we are told, to a kingdom ; and indeed the temptation 
was little enough, considering that the chief conductor of the 
plot was to be crucified for his pains. But were the means 
made use of at all probable to attain the end ? Yes, says the 
gentleman, that cannot be disputed ; for they had really this 
effect. The people would have made him king. Very well ; 
why was he not king then ? Why, it happened unluckily that 
he would not accept the offer, but withdrew himself from the 
multitude, and lay concealed till they were dispersed. It will 
be said, perhaps, that Jesus was a better judge of affairs than 
the people, and saw that it was not yet time to accept the offer. 
Be it so : let us see then what follows. 

The government was alarmed, and Jesus was looked on as a 
person dangerous to the state ; and he had discernment enough 
to see that his death was determined and inevitable. What 
doiBS he do then ? Why, to make the best of a bad case, aQ4 
to save the benefit of his undertaking to those who were to suc- 
ceed him, he pretends to prophesy of his death, which he knew 
could not be avoided ; and farther, that he should rise again 
the third day. Men do not use to play tricks in articulo mor^ 
th t but this plot had nothing common, nothing in the ordinary 
way. But what if it should appear that after the foretelling 
of his death (through despair of his fortunes, it is said,) he had 
it in his power to set up for king once more, and once more re- 
fused the opportunity ? Men in despair lay hold on the least 
help, and never refuse the greatest. Now the case was really 
80 ; after he had foretold his crucifixion, he came to Jerusalem 
in the triumphant manner the gentleman mentioned : the people 
strewed his way with boughs and flowers, and were all at his 
devotion ; the Jewish governors lay still for fear of the people* 
Wliy was not this opportunity laid hold on to seize the king* 
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dom, or at least to secure himself from the ignominious death 
he expected ? For whose sake was he contented to die ? For 
whose sake did he contrive this plot of his resurrection ? Wife 
and children he had none; his nearest relations gave little 
credit to him ; his disciples were not fit even to be trusted with 
the secret, nor capable to manage any advantage that could 
arise from it. However, the gentleman tells us a kingdom has 
arisen out of this plot, a kingdom of priests. But when did it 
arise ? Some hundred years after the death of Christ, in oppo- 
sition to his will, and almost to the subversion of his religion. 
And yet we are told this kingdom was the thing he had in 
view. I am apt to think the gentleman is persuaded that the 
dominion he complains of is contrary to the spirit of the gospel ; 
I am sure some of his friends have taken great pains to prove it 
so. How then can it be charged as the intention of the gospel 
to introduce it? Whatever the case was, it cannot surely be 
suspected that Christ died to make popes and cardinals. The 
alterations which have happened in the doctrines and practices 
of churches, since the Christian religion was settled by those 
who had an authentic commission to settle it, are quite but of 
the question, when the inquiry is about the truth of the Chris- 
tian religion. Christ and his Apostles did not vouch for the 
truth of all that should be taught in the church in future times. 
Nay, they foretold and forewarned the world against such cor- 
rupt teachers. It is therefore absurd to challenge the religion 
of Christ, because of the corruptions which have spread among 
Christians. The gospel has no more concern with them^ aftd 
ought no more to be charged with them, than with the doc-'^ 
trihes of the Alcoran. 

There is but one observation more, I think, which the gen-, 
tleman made under this head. Jesus, he says, referred to the 
authority of ancient prophecies to prove that the Messias was 
to die and rise again : the ancient books referred to are extant^ 
and no such prophecies, he says, are to be found. Now whe- 
ther the gentleman can find these prophecies or no, is not ma- 
terial to the present question. It is allowed that Christ fore- 
told his own death and resurrection ; if the resurrection was 
managed by fraud, Christ was certainly in the fraud himself, 
by foretelling the fraud that was to happen : disprove therefore 
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the resurreclion, and we shall have no farther occamon for pr<H 
l^ecy. On the other side» by foretelling the resurrection, he 
certainly put the proof of his mission on the truth of the event. 
Whetl^r it be the character of the Messias, in the ancient pro- 
phets or DO9 that he should die and rise again, without doubt 
Jesus is not the Messias, if he did not rise again. For by hia 
own prophecy he made it part of the character of the Messias. 
If the erent justified the prediction, it is such an evidence as 
no man of sense and reason can reject. One would naturally 
think that the foretelling his resurrection, and giving such pub- 
lic notice to expect it that his keenest enemies were fully ap- 
prised of it, carried with it the greatest mark of sincere deal- 
ing. It stands thus far clear of the suspicion of fraud ; and 
had it proceeded from enthusiasm and an heated imagination, 
the dead body at least would have rested in the grave, and 
without farther evidence have confuted such pretensions. And 
since the dead body was not only carried openly to the grave, 
but there watdied and guarded, and yet could never afterwards 
be found, never heard of more as a dead body ; there must of 
necessity have been either a real miracle or a great fraud in 
this case. Enthusiasm dies with the man, and has no opera- 
tion on his dead body. There is therefore here no medium ; 
you must either admit the miracle, or prove the fraud. 

Judge. — Mr. A., you are at liberty either to reply to what 
has been said under this head, or to go on with your cause. 

Mr, A, — My lord, the observations I laid before you were 
but introductory to the main evidences on which the merits of 
the cause mxtst rest The gentleman concluded that here must 
be a real miracle or a great fraud ; a fraud, he means, to which 
Jesus in his lifetime was a party. There is, he says, no me- 
dium. I beg his pardon : why might it not be an enthusiasm 
in the master which occasioned the prediction and fraud in the 
servants who pit it in execution ? 

Mr. B. — My lord, this is new matter, and not a reply: the 
gentleman opened this transaction as a fraud from one end to 
the other. Now he supposes Christ to have been ao honest 
poor enthusiast, and the disciples only to be cheats. 

Judge. — Sir, if you go to new matter, the council on the other 
side must be admitted to answer. 
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Mr. A. — My lord, I have no such intention. I was observ* 
ing that the account I gave of Jesus was only to introduce the 
evidence that is to be laid before the court. It cannot foe ex- 
pected that I should know all the secret designs of this con« 
trivance ; especially considering that we have but short accounts 
of this affau:, and those too conveyed to us through hands of 
friends and parties to the plot. In such a case it is enough if 
we can imagine what the views probably were. And in such 
case too it must be very easy for a gentleman of parts to raise 
contrary imaginations, and to argue plausibly from them. But 
the gentleman has rightly observed that if the resurrection be 
a fraud, there is an end of all pretensions, good or bad, that 
were to be supported by it. Therefore I shall go on to prove 
this fraud, which is one main part of the cause now to be de- 
termined. 

I beg leave to remind you that Jesus in his lifetime foretold 
his death, and that he should rise again the third day. The 
first part of his prediction was accomplished ; he died on the 
cross, and was buried. I will not trouble you with the parti- 
culars of his crucifixion, death, and burial. It is a well known 
story. 

Mr. B. — My lord, I desire to know whether the gentleman 
charges any fraud on this part of the history ; peihaps he may 
foe of opinion foy and foy that there was a sleight of hand 
in the crucifixion, and that Christ only counterfeited death. 

Mr. A. — No, no ; have no such fears : he was not crucified 
foy his disciples, hut foy the Romans and the Jews ; and they 
were in very good earnest. I will prove foeyond contradiction 
that the dead foody was fairly laid in the tomb, and the tomb 
sealed up ; and it will be well for you if you can get it as fairly 
out again. 

Judge. — Go on with your evidence. 

Mr. A. — My lord, the crucifixion foeing over, the dead body 
was conveyed to a sepulchre ; and in the general opinion there 
seemed to be aa end of the whole design. But the governors of 
the Jews, watohful for the safety of the people, called to mind 
that Jesus in his lifetime had said that he would rise again on 
the third day. It may at first sight seem strange that they 
4iould give any attention to such a prophecy ; a prophecy foig 
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with confidence and presumption, and which, to the common 
sense of mankind, carried its confutation along with it. And 
'^ there is no other nation in the world which would not have 
slighted such a vain prognostication of a known impostor." 
But they had warning to be watchful. It was not long before 
that the people '* had like to have been fatally deluded, and 
imposed on by him, in the pretended resuscitation of Lazarus." 
They had fully discovered the cheat in the case of Lazarus, 
and had narrowly escaped the dangerous consequences of it. 
And though Jesus was dead, yet he had many disciples and 
followers alive, who were ready enough to combine in any 
fraud to verify the prediction of their master. Should they 
succeed, the rulers foresaw the consequences in this case would 
be more fatal th^.n those which before they had narrowly es- 
caped. On this account they addressed themselves to the Ro- 
man governor, tbid him how the case was, and desired that 
he would grant them a guard to watch the sepulchre ; that the 
service would not be long, for the prediction limited the resur- 
rection to the third day ; and when that was over, the soldiers 
might be released from the duty. Pilate granted the request ; 
and a guard was set to watch the sepulchre. 

This was not all. The chief priests took another method to 
prevent all frauds, and it was the best that could possibly be 
taken ; which was to seal up the door of the sepulchre. To 
understand to what purpose this caution was used, you need 
only consider what is intended by sealing up doors and boxes, 
or writings. Is it not for the satisfaction of all parties con-^ 
cerned, that they may be sure things are in the state they left 
them, when they come and find their seals not injured ? This 
was the method used by Darius, when Daniel was cast into the 
lion's den ; he sealed the door of the den. And for what pur- 
pose ? Was it not to satisfy himself and his court that no art 
had been used to preserve Daniel ? And when he came and saw 
Daniel safe, and his own seal untouched, he was satisfied. And 
indeed if we consider the thing rightly, a seal thus used imports 
a covenant ; if you deliver writings to a person sealed, and he 
accepts them so, your delivery and his acceptance implies a 
covenant between you, that the writings shall be delivered, and 
the seal whole. And should the seal be broken^ it would be a 
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manifest fraud and breach of trust. Nay, so strongly is this 
covenant implied, that there needs no special agreenient in the 
case. It is a compact which men are put under by the law of 
nations, and the common consent of mankind. When you send 
a letter sealed to the post-house, you have not indeed a special 
agreement with all persons through whose hands it passes that 
it shall not be opened by any hand, but his only to whom it 
is directed ; yet men know themselves to be under this re- 
straint, and that it is unlawful and dishonorable to trans- 
gress it. 

Since then the sepulchre was sealed ; since the seal imported 
a covenant, consider who were the parties to this covenant. 
They could be no other than the chief priests on one side, the 
Apostles on the other. To prove this, no special agreement 
need be shown. On one side there was a concern to see the 
prediction fulfilled ; on the other, to prevent fraud in fulfilling 
it. The sum of their agreement was naturally this : that the 
seals should be opened at the time appointed for the resurrec- 
tion, that all parties might see and be satisfied whether the dead 
body was come to life or no. * 

What now would any reasonable man expect from these 
circumstances? Do you not expect to hear that the cbief 
priests and the Apostles met at the time appointed, opened the 
seals, and that the 'matter in dispute was settled beyond all 
controversy one way or other ? But see how it happened* 
The seals were broken, the body stolen away in the night by 
tjlie disciples ; none of the chief priests present, or summoned 
to see the seals opened. The guards, when examined, were 
forced to confess the truth, though joined with an acknowlege- 
meiit of their guilt, which made them liable to be punished by 
Pilate ; they confessed that they were asleep, and in the mean 
time that the body was stolen away by the disciples. 

This evidence of the Roman soldiers, and the far stronger 
evidence arising from the clandestine manner of breaking up 
the seals, are sufficient proofs of fraud. 

But there is another circumstance in the case of equal weight. 
Though the seals did not prevent the cheat intirely, yet they 
effectually falsified the prediction. According to the predic- 
tion, Jesus was to rise on the third day, or after, the third day. 
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At this time the chief priests intended to be present, and pro* 
bably would have been attended by a great multitude. Thi» 
made it impossible to play any tricks at that time, and there- 
lore the Apostles were forced to hasten the plot ; and accord- 
ingly the resurreetioH happened a day before its time ; for 
the body was buried on the Friday, and was gone early in the 
momis^ on Sunday. 

These are plain facts ; facts drawn from the accounts given 
Hs by those who are friends to the belief of the resurrection. 
The gentleman will not call these imaginations, or complain 
that I have given him schemes instead of evidence. 

Mr. B. — My lord, I am now to consider that part of the 
argument on which the gentleman lays the greatest stress^ He 
has given us his evidence ; mere evidence, he says, unmixed 
and clear of all schemes and imaginations. In one thing in- 
deed he has been as good as his word ; he has proved beyond 
contradiction, that Christ died and was laid in the sepulchre ; 
for without doubt when the Jews sealed the stone, they took 
care to see that the body was there ; otherwise their precaution 
was useless. He has proved too that the prediction of Christ 
concerning his own resurrection was a thing publicly known 
in all Jerusalem ; for he owns that this gave occasion for all 
the care that was taken to prevent fraud. If this open pre« 
diction implies a fraudulent design, the evidence is strong with 
the gentleman ; but if it shall appear to be, what it really was, 
the greatest mark that could be given of sincerity and plain 
dealing in the whole affair, the evidence will be still as strongs 
but the weight of it will fall on the wrong side for the gentle- 
man's purpose. 

In the next place, the gentleman seems to be at a great loss 
to account for the credit which the chief priests gave to the; 
prediction of the resurrection, by the care they took to prevent 
it. He thinks the thing in itself was too extravagant and absurd 
to deserve any regard ; and that no one would have regarded 
such a prediction in any other time or place. I agree with the 
gentleman intirely ; but then I demand of him a reason why 
the cliief priests were under any concern about this prediction : 
was it because they had plainly discovered him to be a cheat 
and an impostor ? It is impossible. This reason would have 
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convinced them of the folly and presumption of the prediction. 
It must therefore necessarily be, that they had discovered 
something in the life and actions of Christ which raised this 
jealousy, and made them listen to a prophecy in his case, which 
in any other case they would have despised. And what could 
this be but the secret conviction they were under, by his many 
miracles, of bis extraordinary powers ? This care therefore of 
the chief priests over his dead, helpless body, is a lasting testi- 
mony of the mighty works which Jesus did in h& lifetime. 
For had the Jews been persuaded that he performed no won- 
ders in his life, I think they would not have been afraid of 
seeing any done by him after his death. 

But the gentleman is of another mind. He says they had 
discovered a plain cheat in the case of Lazarus, whom Christ 
had pretended to raise from the dead ; and therefore they took 
all this care to guard against a like cheat. 

I begin now to want evidence ; I am forbid to call this ima- 
gination ; what else to call it I know not. There is not the 
least intimation given from history that there was any cheat in 
the case of Lazarus, or that any one suspected a cheat. La- 
zarus lived in the country after he was raised from the dead : 
and though his life was secretly and basely sought after, yet no- 
body had the courage to call him to a trial for his part of the 
cheat. It may be said, perhaps the rulers were terrified. Very 
well : but they were not terrified when they had Christ in their 
possession, when they brought him to a trial ; why did they 
not then object this cheat to Christ? It would have been 
much to their purpose. Instead of that, they accuse him of a 
design to pull down their temple, to destroy their law, and of 
blasphemy; but not one word of any fraud in the case of 
Lazarus or any other case. 

But not to enter into the merits of this cause, which has in 
it too many circumstances for your present consideration ; let 
us take the case to be as the gentleman states it, that the cheat, 
in the case of Lazarus, was detected. What consequence is to be 
expected ? In all other cases, impostors, once discovered, grow 
odious and contemptible, and quite incapable of doing farther 
mischief : so little are they regarded, that even when they tell 
the truth they are neglected* Was it so in this case 7 No, says 
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the gentleman, the Jews were the more careful that Christ 
should not cheat them in his own resurrection. Surely this is. 
a most singular case : when, the people thought him a prophet, 
the chief priests sought to kill him, and thought his death 
would put an end to his pretensions : when they and the people 
had discovered him to be a cheat, then they thought him. not. 
safe even when he was dead, but were afraid he should prove, 
a true prophet, and, according to his own prediction, rise again. 
A needless, a preposterous fear ! 

In the next place, the gentleman tells us how proper the. 
care was that the chief priests took. I, agree perfectly with, 
him. Human policy could not invent a. more proper method 
to guard against and prevent all fraud. They delivered the 
sepulchre, with the dead body in it, to a company of Roman, 
soldiers, who had orders from their officer to watch the sepul-, 
chre. Their care went farther still ; they sealed the door of. 
the sepulchre. 

On this occasion, the gentleman has explained the use of 
seals when applied to such purposes. They imply, he says, 
a covenant that the things sealed up shall remain in the condi-. 
tion they are, till the parties to the sealing are agreed tp open 
them. I see no reason to enter into the learning about seals: 
let it be as the gentleman has opened it.. What then ? 

Why then, it seems, the Apostles and chief priests were in a. 
covenant that there should be no resurrection, at least no open- 
ing of the door, till they met together at an appointed time to 
view and unseal the door. 

Your lordship and the court will now consider the probabi- 
lity of this supposition. When Christ was seized and carried, 
to his trial, his disciples fled, and hid themselves for fear of the 
Jews, out of a just apprehension that they should, if appre- 
hended, be sacrificed with their Master. Peter indeed fol- 
lowed him, but his courage soon failed, and it is well known 
in what manner he denied him. After the death of Christ, his 
disciples were so far from being ready to engage for his resur- 
rection, or to enter into terms and agreements for the manner 
in which it should be done, that they themselves did not be- 
lieve it ever would be. They gave over all hopes and thoughts . 
of it; and far. from entering iijito engagements with the chief 
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priests, their whole concern was to keep themselves concealed 
from them. This is a well known case, and I will not troublcf 
you with particular authorities to prove this truth. Can any 
man now in his right senses think that the disciples, under these 
circumstances, entered into this covenant with the Jews ? I be- 
lieve the gentleman does not think it, and for that reason says 
that seals so used import a covenant without a special agree- 
ment. Be it so ; and it must then be allowed that the Apos- 
tles were no more concerned in these seals than every other 
man in the country, and no more answerable for them ; for the 
covenant reached to every body as well as to them^ since they 
were under no special contract. 

But I beg pardon for spending your time unnecessarily, 
when the simple plain account of this matter will best answer 
all these jealousies and suspicions. The Jews, it is plain, were 
exceedingly solicitous about this event. For this reason they 
obtained a guard from Pilate ; and when they had, they were 
still suspicious lest their guards should deceive them, and enter 
into combination against them. To secure this point they sealed 
the door, and required of the guards to deliver up the sepulchre 
to them sealed as it was. This is the natural and true account 
of the matter. Do but consider it in a parallel case : suppose 
a prince should set a guard at the door of his treasury ; and the 
officer who placed the guard should seal the door, and say to 
the soldiers, you shall be answerable for the seal if I find it 
broken ; would not all the world understand the seal to be 
fixed to guard against the soldiers, who might, though em-^ 
ployed to keep off others, be ready enough to pilfer themselves ? 
This is in all such cases but a necessary care ; you may place 
guards, and when you do, all is in their power ; Et quis custo^ 
des custodiat ipsosf 

But it seems that, notwithstanding all this care, the seals 
were broken and the body gone : if you complain of this, Sir, 
demand satisfaction of your guards; they only are responsible 
for it. The disciples had no more to do in it than you or I. 

The guards, the gentleman says, have confessed the truth, 
and owned that they were asleep, and that the disciples in the 
mean time stole away the body. I wish the guards were in 
court, I would ask them how they came to be so punctual in 
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relating what happened when they were asleep ; what indoceii 
them to beliere that the body was stolen at all ; what, that it 
was stolen by the disciples ; since by their own confession they 
were asleep and saw nothing, saw nobody. Bnt since tbey 
are not to be had, I would desire to ask the gentleman the 
same questions ; and whether he has any authorities in point to 
show that ever any man was admitted as an evidence in any 
court to prove a fact which happened when he was asleep* 
I see the gentleman is uneasy; I will press the matter no 
farther. 

As this story has no evidence to support it^ so neither has it 
any probability. , The gentleman has given you the character 
of the disciples, that they were weak ignorant men, full of the 
ji^pular prejudices and superstitions of their country ; which 
stuck close to them, notwithstanding their long acquaintance 
with their Master. The Apostles are not much wronged in 
this account. And is it likely that such men should engage in 
so desperate a design as to steal away the body, in opposition 
to the combined power of the Jews and Romans ? What could 
tempt them to it ? What good could the dead body do them ? 
or if it could have done them any, what hope had they to sue* 
ceed in their attempt ? A dead body is not to be removed by 
sleight of hand ; it requires many hands to move it. Besides, 
the great stone at the mouth of the sepulchre was to be re* 
moved ; which could not be done silently^ or by men walking 
on tiptoes to prevent discovery ; so that if the guards had really 
been asleep, yet there was no encouragement to go on this enter- 
prise : for it is hardly possible to suppose but that rolling 
away the stone, moving the body, the hurry and confusion in 
carrying it off, must awaken them. 

But supposing the thing practicable, yet the attempt was 
)9ueh as the disciples consistently with their own notions could 
not undertake. The gentleman says they continued all their 
master's lifetime to expect to see him a temporal prince ; and 
a friend of the gentleman's * has observed, what is equally true, 
that they had the same expectation after his death. Consider 
now their case. Their Master was dead; and they are to con- 

• Grounds; p. 33. 
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trire to steal away his body. For what? Did they expect to 
make a king of the dead body, if they could get it into their 
power? Or did they think, if they had it, they could raise it to 
life again ? If they trusted so far to their Master *s prediction 
as to expect his resurrection, (which I think is evident they did 
not,) could they yet think the resurrection depended on their 
having the dead body? It is in all views absurd. But the 
gentleman supposes that they meant to carry on the design for 
themselves hi their Master's name, if they could but have per- 
suaded the people to believe him risen from the dead. But he 
does not consider that by this supposition he strips the disciples 
of every part of their character at once, and presents to us a 
new set of men in every respect different from the former. The 
former disciples were plain, weak men ; but these are bold, 
hardy, cunning, and contriving. The former were full of the 
superstition of their country, and expected a prince from the 
authority of their prophets ; but these are despisers of the pro- 
phets, and of the notions of their countrymen, and are design«< 
ing to turn these fables to their own advantage : for it cannot 
be supposed that they believed the prophets, and at the same 
time thought to accomplish or defeat them by so manifest a 
cheat, to which they themselves at least were conscious. 

But let us take leave of these suppositions, and see how the 
true evidence in this case stands. Guards were placed, and 
they did their duty. But what are guards and sentinels against 
the power of God ! An angel of the Lord opened the sepul- 
chre ; the guards saw him, and became like dead men. This 
account they gave to the chief priests ; who, still persisting in 
their obstinacy, bribed the guards to tell the contradictory story 
of their being asleep and the body stolen. 

I cannot but observe to your lordship that all these circum- 
stances, so much questioned and suspected, were necessary cir^ 
cumstances, supposing the resurrection to be true. The seal 
was broken, the body came out of the sepulchre, the guards 
were placed in vain to prevent it. Be it so : I desire to know 
whether the gentleman thinks that the seal put God under 
covenant, or could prescribe to him a method of performing 
this great work ; or whether he thinks the guards were placed 
to maintain the seal in opposition to the power of God. If 
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he will maintain neither of these points, then the opening the 
seals, notwithstanding the guard set on them, will be an evi- 
dence, not of the fraud, but of the power of the resurrection ; 
and the guards will have nothing to answer for but only this, 
that they were not stronger than God. The seal was a proper 
check on the guards ; the Jews had no other meaning in it ; 
they could not be so stupid as to imagine that they could by 
this contrivance disappoint the designs of Providence. And it 
is surprising to hear these circumstances made use of to prove 
the resurrection to be a fraud, which yet could not but happen, 
supposing the resurrection to be true. 

But there is another circumstance still which the gentleman 
reckons very material, and on which 1 find great stress is laid. 
The resurrection happened, we are told, a day sooner than the 
prediction imported. The reason assigned for it is, that the 
execution of the plot at the time appointed was rendered im- 
practicable, because the chief priests and probably great num- 
bers of the people were prepared to visit the sepulchre at that 
time ; and therefore the disciples were under a necessity of has- 
tening their plot. 

This observation is intirely inconsistent with the supposition 
on which the reasoning stands. The gentleman has all .along 
supposed the resurrection to have been managed by fraud, and 
not by violence ; and indeed violence, if there had been an op- 
portunity of using it, would have been insignificant. Beating 
the guards, and removing the dead body by force, would have 
destroyed all pretences to a resurrection. Now surely the 
guards, supposing them not to be enough in number to withstand 
all violence, were at least sufficient to prevent or to discover 
fraud. What occasion then to hasten the plot for fear of num^ 
bers meeting at the tomb, since there were numbers always pre- 
sent sufficient to discover any fraud ; the only method that 
could be used in the case ? 

Suppose then that we could not give a satisfactory account 
of the way of reckoning the time from the crucifixion to the re- 
surrection ; yet this we can say, that the resurrection happened 
during the time that the guards had the sepulchre in keeping ; 
and it is impossible to imagine what opportunity this could give 
to fraud. Had the time been delayed, the guards removed , 



MISCELLANEOUS TRACTS. 181 

and then a resurrection pretended, it might with some color 
of reason have been said, why did he not come within his time ? 
Why did he choose to come after his time, when all witnesses 
who had patiently expected the appointed hour were withdrawn ? 
But now what is to be objected ? You think he came too 
soon. But were not your guards at the door when he came ? 
Did they not see what happened ? And what other satis- 
faction could you have had, supposing he had come a day 
later ? 

By saying of this, I do not mean to decline the gentleman's 
objection, which is founded on a mistake of a way of speaking, 
common to the Jews and other people ; who, when they name 
any number of days or years, include the first and the last of 
the days or years to make up the sum. Christ, alluding to 
his own resurrection, says, ' in three days 1 will raise it up.' 
The angels report his prediction thus, * the Son of man shall 
be crucified, and the third day rise again.' Elsewhere it is 
said, ' after three days ;* and again, that he was to be in the 
bowels of the earth ' three days and three nights.' These ex- 
pressions are equivalent to each other, for we always reckon 
the night into the day when we reckon by so many days. If 
you. agree to do a thing ten days hence, you stipulate for for- 
bearance for the nights as well as days ; and therefore, in 
reckoning, two days, and two days and two nights, are the same 
thing. That the expression, * after three days,' means inclusive 
days, is proved by Grotius on Matt, xxvii. 63. and by others. 
The prediction therefore was, that he would rise on the third 
day. Now, he was crucified on Friday, and buried ; he lay 
in the grave all Saturday, and rose early on Sunday morning. 
But the gentleman thinks he ought not to have risen until 
Monday. Pray try what the use of common language requires 
to be understood in a like case. Suppose you were told that 
your friend sickened on Friday, was let blood on Saturday, 
and. the third day he died : what day would you think he died 
on ? If you have any doubt about it, put the question to the 
first plain man you meet, and he will resolve it. The Jews 
CQuld have no doubt in this ease ; for so they practised in one 
of the highest points of their law. Every male child was to 
be ^circumcised on the eighth. day. .'How. did they reckon. 
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the days ? Why, the day of the birth was one» and the day 
of the circumcisioQ another; and though a child was bom 
towards the ^ery end of the first day, he was capable of 
Gircumciston on any time of the eighth day. And there* 
fore it is not new or strange that the third day in our case 
should be reckoned into the number, though Christ rose at the 
very beginning of it. It is more strange to reckon whole 
years in this manner ; and yet this is the constant method ob« 
served in Ptolemy's canon, the most valuable piece of ancient 
chronology, next to the Bible, now extant. If a king lived 
over the first day of a year, and died the week after, thai 
whole year is reckoned to his reign. 

I have now gone through the several objections on this head; 
what credit they may gain in this age I know not ; but it is plain 
they had. no credit when they were first spread abroad ; nay, it 
is evident that the very persons who set abroad this story of 
the body being stolen, did not believe it themselves. And not 
to insist here on the plain fact, which was, that the guards were 
hired to tell this lie by the chief piests, it will appear from 
the after-conduct of the chief priests themselves, that they were 
conscious that the story was false. Not long after the resur- 
rection of Christ, the disciples having received new power 
from above, appeared publicly in Jerusalem, and in the very 
temple, and testified the resurrection of Christ, even before 
those who had murdered him. What now do the chief priests 
do ? They seize on the Apostles, they threaten them, they 
beat them, they scourge them, and all to stop their mouths, 
insisting that they should say no more of the matter. But 
why did they not, when they had the disciples in their power, 
charge them directly with their notorious cheat in stealing the 
body, and expose them to the people as impostors? This had 
been much more to their purpose than all their menaces and ill 
usage, and would more effectually have undeceived the people. 
But of this not one word is said. They try to murder them, 
enter into combinations to assassinate them, prevail with Herod 
to put one of them to death ; but not so mucli as a charge 
against them of any fraud in the resurrection. Their oratof 
TertuUus, who could not have missed so fine a topic of decla* 
mation, had there been but a suspicion to support it, is quite 
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silent on this head, and is content to florish on the common* 
place of sedition and heresy, profaning the temple, and the 
like ; very trifles to his cause, in comparison to the other accu« 
sation, had there been any ground to make use of it. And yet 
a« it happens, we are sure the Tery question of the resurrection 
came under debate ; for Festus tells King Agrippa that the 
Jews had certain questions against Paul, ' of one Jesus, which 
was dead, whom Paul affirmed to be alive/ After this* 
Agrippa hears Paul himself; and had he suspected, much less 
bad he been convinced that there was a cheat in the resurrec- 
tion, he would hardly hare said to Paul at the end of the con* 
ference, * almost thou persuadest me to be a Christian,' 

But let us see what the council and senate of the children of 
Israel thought of this matter, in the most solemn and serious 
deliberation they ever had about it. Not long after the resur-^ 
Tection the Apostles were taken ;* the high priest thought the 
matter of that weight, that be summoned the council and senate 
of the children of Israel. The Apostles are brought before 
them, and make their defence. Part of their defence is in 
these words ; ' the God of our fathers raised up Jesus, whom 
ye slew and hanged on a tree.' The defence was indeed a 
heavy charge on the senate, and in the warmth of their ang^ 
their first resolution was to slay them all. But Gamaliel, one 
of the council, stood up and told them that the matter deserved 
more consideration. He recounted to them the history of 
several impostors who had perished, and concluded with respect 
to the case of the Apostles then before them ; ' if this work 
be of men, it will come to nought ; but if it be of God, ye 
cannot overthrow it, lest haply ye be found to fight against 
God.' The council agreed to this advice, and after some ill 
treatment the Apostles were discharged. I ask now, and let 
any man of common sense answer ; could G amaliel possibly 
have given this advice, and supposed that the hand of God 
might be with the Apostles, if he had known that there was 
a cheat discovered in the resurrection of Jesus? Could the 
whole senate have followed this advice, had they believed the 
discovery of the cheat? Was there not among them one man 

* Acts V. 
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wise enough to say, how can you suppose God to have aiiy 
thing to do in this affair, when the resurrection of Jesus, on 
which all depends, was a notorious cheat, and manifestly proved 
to be so ? I should but lessen the weight of this authority by 
saying more ; and therefore I will rest here, and give way to 
the gentleman to go on with his accusation. 

Mr. A. — My lord, before I proceed any farther, I beg leave 
to say a few words in reply to what the gentleman has offered 
on this head. 

The gentleman thinks that the detection in the case of Laza-* 
rus ought to have made the Jews quite unconcerned in the case 
of Jesus, and secure as to the event of his own resurrection. 
He says very true, supposing their care had been for themselves; 
but governors have another care on their hands, the care of 
their people : and it is not enough for them to guard against 
being imposed on themselves, they must be watchful to guard 
the multitude against frauds and deceits. The chief priests 
were satisfied indeed of the fraud in the case of Lazarus, yet 
they saw the people deceived by it; and for this reason, and 
not for their own satisfaction j they used the caution in the case 
of the resurrection of Jesus, which I before laid before you. 
In so doing they are well justified ; and the inconsistency 
diarged on the other side between their opinion of Jesus and 
their fear of being imposed on by his pretended resurrection, is 
fully answered. 

The next observation relates to the seal of the sepulchre. 
The gentleman thinks the seal was used as a check on the Ro- 
man soldiers. But what reason had the Jews to suspect them ? 
They were not disciples of Jesus ; they were servants of the 
Roman governor, and employed in the service of the Jews ; 
and I leave it to the court to judge whether the Jews set the 
seal to guard against their friends or their enemies. But if the 
seals were really used against the guards, then the breaking of 
the seals is a proof that the guards were corrupted ; and if so, 
it is easy to conceive how the body was removed. 

As to the disciples, the gentleman observes that the part 
allotted them in the management of the resurrection supposes 
an unaccountable change in their character. It will not be long 
before the gentleman will have occasion for as great a change 
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in their character ; for these weak men you will find soon em- 
ployed in converting the world, and sent to appear before kings 
and princes in the name of their Master; soon you will see them 
grow wise and powerful, and every way qualified for their ex- 
tensive and important business. The only difference between 
me and the gentleman on the other side will be found to be 
this, that I date this change a little earlier than he does ; a 
small matter surely to determine the right of this controversy. 

The last observation relates to Ring Agrippa's complaisance 
to Paul, and GamalieFs advice. I cannot answer for Agrippa's 
meaning, but certainly he meant but little ; and if this matter 
is to be tried by his opinion, we know that he never did turn 
Christian. As for Gamaliel, it is probable that he saw great 
numbers of the people engaged zealously in favor of the Apos* 
ties, and might think it prudent to pass the matter over in 
silence, and not to come to extremities. This is a common case - 
in all governments ; the multitude and their leaders often escape 
punishment, not because they do not deserve it, but because it 
is not in some circumstances prudent to exact it. 

I pass over these things lightly, because the next article con- 
tains the great, to us indeed who live at this distance, the only 
great question ; for whatever reason the Jews had to believe 
the resurrection, it is nothing to us, unless the story has been 
conveyed to us on such evidence as. is sufficient to support the 
weight laid on it. 

My lord, we are now to enter on the last and main article 
of this case ; the nature of the evidence on which the credit of 
the resurrection stands. Before I inquire into the qualifications 
of the particular witnesses whose words we are desired to take 
in this case, I would ask why this evidence, which manifestly 
relates to the most essential point of Christianity, was not put 
beyond all exception ? Many of the miracles of Christ are said 
to be done in the streets, nay even the temple, under the ob- 
servation of all the world ; but the like is not so much as pre- 
tended as to this ; nay, we have it on the confession of Peter, 
the ringleader of the Apostles, that Christ appeared ' not to 
all the people, but unto witnesses chosen before of God.'* Why 

♦ Acts X. 41. 
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|Hcking ai^d culling of witnesses in this case more than in any 
other ? Does it not import some suspicion, raise some jealousy 
that this case would not bear the public light ? 

I would ask more particularly, why did not Jesus after hi» 
resurrection appear openly to the chief priests and rulers of the 
Jews ? Since his commission related to them in an especial 
manner, why were not his credentials laid before them ? The 
resurrection is acknowleged to be the chief proof of his mission i 
why then was it concealed from those who were more than all 
Others concerned in the event of his mission ? Suppose an am-r 
bassador from some foreign prince should come into England, 
make his public entry through the city, pay and receive visits, 
hnd at last refuse to show any letters of credence, or to wait on 
the kii^, what would you think of him ? Whatever you would 
think in that case you must think in this, for there is no dif- 
ference between them* 

But we must take th^ evidence as it is ; it was thought pro-* 
per in this case to have select chosen witnesses ; and we must 
now consider who they were, and what reason we have to take 
their word. 

The first witness was an angel or angels : they appeared like 
men to some women who went early to the sepulchre. If they 
appeared like men, on what ground are we to take them for 
angels ? The women saw men> and therefore they can witness 
only to the seeing of men ; but I suppose it is the women's 
judgment, and not their evidence, that we are to follow in this 
case. Here then we have a story of one apparition to support 
the credit of another apparition ; and the first apparition hath 
not so much as the evidence of the women to support it, but is 
grounded on their superstition, ignorance, and fear. Every 
country can afford a hundred instances of this kind; and 
there is this common to them all, that as learning and common 
sense prevail in any country, they die away and are no more 
heard of. 

The next witnesses are the women themselves : the wisest 
men can hardly guard themselves against the fears of supersti- 
tion ; poor silly women therefore in this case must needs be 
unexceptionable witnesses^ and fit to be admitted into the 
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number of the chosen witnesses to attest this fact. One part of 
the account given of them is very rational, that they were sur- 
prised and frightened beyond measure ; and I leave it to your 
lordship and the court to judge how well qualified they were 
to give a just relation of what passed. 

After this JesUs appears to two of his disciples as they were 
on a journey ; he joins them and introduces a discourse about 
himself, and spent much time, till it began to grow dark, in 
Expounding the prophecies relating to the death and resurrec- 
tion of the Messias. All this while the disciples knew him 
not. But then going into a house to lodge together, at sup- 
per be broke bread and gave it to them ; immediately they 
knew him» immediately he vanished. Here then are two 
witnesses more : but what will you call them ? Eye-witnesses 7 
Why their eyes were open, and they had their senses when he 
reasoned with them, and they knew him not. So far therefore 
they are witnesses that it was not he. Tell us therefore on 
what account you reject the evidence of their sense before the 
breaking of the bread, and insist on it afterwards ? And why 
did Jesus vanish as soon as known ; which has more of the air 
of an apparition than of the appearance of a real man restored 
to life ? 

Cleopas, who was one of these two disciples, finds out the 
Apostles, to make the report of what had passed to them. No* 
sooner was the story told, but Jesus appears among them. They 
were all frightened and confounded, and thought they saw a 
spectre. He rebukes them for infidelity, and their slowness 
in believing the prophecies of his resurrection ; and though he 
refused before to let the women touch him, (a circumstance 
which I ought not to have omitted,) yet now he invites the 
Apostles to handle him, to examine his hands and feet, and 
search the wounds of the cross. But what body was it they 
examined ? The same that came in when the doors were shut ; 
the same that vanished from the two disciples ; the same that 
the women might uot touch : in a word, a body quite difi^erent 
from a human body, which we know cannot pass through walls » 
or appear or disappear at pleasure. What then could their 
hands or eyes inform them of in this case ? Besides, is it credi- 
ble that God should raise a body imperfectly, with the very 
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wounds in it of which it died 7 Or if the wounds were such as 
destroyed the body before, how could a natural body subsist 
with them aftewards ? 

There are more appearances of Jesus recorded, but so much 
of the same kind, so liable to the same difficulties and objec- 
tions, that I will not trouble your lordship and the court with 
a distinct enumeration of them. If the gentleman on the other 
side finds any advantage in any of them more than in these 
mentioned, I shall have an opportunity to consider them in my 

reply. 

It may seem surprising to you perhaps that a matter of this 
moment was trusted on such evidence as this ; but it will be 
still more surprising to consider that the several nations who 
req^ived the gospel, and submitted to the faith of this article^ 
had not even this evidence : for what people or nation had the 
evidence of the angels, the women, or even of all the Apostles ? 
So far from it, that every country had its single Apostle, and 
received the faith on the credit of his single evidence. We 
have followed our ancestors without inquiry ; and if you exa- 
mine the thing to the bottom, our belief was originally built on 
the word of one man. 

I shall trouble you, Sir, but with one observation more, 
which is this : that although in common life we act in a thou- 
sand instances on the faith and credit of human testimony, yet 
the reason for so doing is not the same in the case before us. 
In common aifairs, where nothing is asserted but what is pro- 
bable and possible, and according to the usual course of na- 
ture, a reasonable degree of evidence ought to determine every 
man ; for the very probability or possibility of the thing is a 
support to the evidence ; and in such cases we have no doubt 
but a man's senses qualify him to be a witness. But when the 
thing testified is contrary to the order of nature, and, at first 
sight at least, . impossible, what evidence can be sufficient 
to overturn the constant evidence of nature, which she gives us 
in the uniform and regular method of her operations? If a 
man tells me he has been in France, I ought to give a reason for 
not believing him ; but if he tells me he comes from the grave, 
what reason can he give why I should believe him ? In the case 
before us, since the body raised from the grave differed from 
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common natural bodies, as we have before seen ; how can I 
be assured that the Apostles' senses qualified them to judge at 
all of this body, whether it was the same or not the same which 
was buried ? They handled the body, which yet could pass 
through doors and walls ; they saw it, and sometimes knew it« 
at other times knew it not. In a word, it seems to be a case 
exempt from human evidence. Men have limited senses and a 
limited reason ; when they act within their limits, we may give 
credit to them ; but when they talk of things removed beyond 
the reach of their senses and reason, we must quit our own if 
we believe theirs. 

Mr. B. — My lord, in answering the objections under this 
head, I shall find myself obliged to change the order in which 
the gentleman thought proper to place them. He began ^ith 
complaining that Christ did not appear publicly to the Jews 
after his resurrection, and especially to the chief priests and 
rulers ; and seemed to argue as if such evidence would have 
put the matter in question out of all doubt ; but he concluded 
with an observation, to prove that no evidence in this case can 
be sufficient ; that a resurrection is a thing in nature impossible, 
at least impossible to be proved to the satisfaction of a rational 
inquirer. If this be the case, why does he require more evi* 
dence, since none can be sufficient ? Or to what purpose is it 
to vindicate the particular evidence of the resurrection of 
Christ, so long as this general prejudice, that a resurrection is 
incapable of being proved, remains unremoved ? I am under 
a necessity therefore to consider this observation in the first 
place, that it may not lie as a dead weight on all I have to 
offer in support of the evidence of Christ's resurrection. 

The gentleman allows it to be reasonable in many cases to 
act on the testimony and credit of others ; but he thinks this 
should be confined to such cases, where the thing testified is 
probable, possible, and according to the usual course of nature. 
The gentleman does not, I suppose, pretend to know the ex- 
tent of all natural possibilities, much less will, he suppose them 
to be generally known ; and therefore his meaning must be, 
that the testimony of witnesses is to be received only in cases 
which appear to us to be possible. In any other sense we can 
have no dispute; for mere impossibilities which can never 
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exist, can never be {nroved. Taking the observation therefore 
in this sense, the proposition is this : that the testimony of 
others ought not to be admitted, but in such matters as appear 
probable, or at least possible to our conceptioos. For in^ 
stance : a man who lives in a warm climate, and never saw 
ice, ought on no evidence to believe that rivers freeze and 
grow hard in cold countries ; for this is improbable, contrary 
to the usual course oi nature, and impossible according to his 
notion of things. And yet we all know that this is a plain 
manifest case, discernible by the senses of men, of which there- 
fore they are qualified to be good witnesses. A hundred such 
instances might be named, but it is needkss ; for surely nothing 
is more apparently absurd than to make one man's ability in 
discerning, and his veracity in reporting plain facts, depend 
on the skill or ignorance of the hearer. And what has the 
gentleman said, on this occasion, against the resurrection, more 
Ibari any man who never saw ice might say against a hundred 
honest witnesses, who assert that water turns to ice in cold 
climates ? 

It is very true that men do not so easily believe on testimony 
of others things which to them seem improbable or impossible ; 
but the reason is not because the thing itself admits no evi- 
dence, but because the hearer's preconceived opinion outweighs 
the credit of the reporter, and makes his veracity to be called 
in question. For instance, it is natural for a stone to roll 
down hill ; it is unnatural for it to roll up hill ; but a stone 
lAoving up hill is as much the object of sense as a stone moving 
down hill ; and all men in their senses are as capable of seeing 
and judging, apd reporting the fact in one case as in the other. 
Should a man then tell you that he saw a stone go up hill of 
its own accord, you might question his veracity, but you could 
not say the thing admitted no evidence, because it was con- 
trary to the law and usual course of nature ; for the law of 
nature formed to yourself from your own experience and rear 
soning, is quite independent of the matter of fact which the 
man testifies ; and whenever you see facts yourself, which con- 
tradict your notions of the law of nature, you admit the facts, 
because you believe yourself; when you do not admit like 
facts on the evidence of others^ it is because you do not believe 
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them, and not because the facts in ibeir own nature exclude 
all evidence. 

Suppose a man should tell you that he was come from the 
dead ; you would be apt to suspect his evidence* But what 
would you suspect ? That he was not alive, when you heard him, 
saw him, felt him, and conversed with him? You could not 
S|ispect this without giving up all your senses, and acting in this 
case as you act in no other. Here then you would question 
whether the man had ever been dead. But would you say 
that it is incapable of being made plain by human testimony 
that this or that man died a year ago ? It cannot be said. 
JBvidence in this case is admitted in all courts perpetually. 

Consider it the other way. Suppose you saw a man publicly 
executed, his body afterwards wounded by the executioner, 
and carried and laid in the grave ; that after this you should 
be told that the man was come to life again ; what would you 
suspect in this case ? Not that the man had never been dead, 
for that you saw yourself; but you would suspect whether he 
was now alive. But would you say, this case excluded all 
Jiuman testimony, and that men could not possibly discern 
whether one with whom they conversed familiarly was alive 
or no ? On what ground could you say this ? A man rising 
from the grave is an object of sense, and can give the same 
evidence of his being alive as any other man in the world caa 
give. So that a resurrection considered only as a fact to be 
proved by evidence, is a plain case ; it requires no greater 
ability in the witnesses, than that they be able to distinguish 
between a man dead and a man alive : a point in which I 
believe every man living thinks himself a judge. 

I do allow that this case and others of like nature require 
more evidence to give them credit than ordinary cases do. You 
may therefore require more evidence in these than in other 
cases ; but it is absurd to say that such cases admit no evi- 
dence, when the things in question are manifestly objects of 
sense. 

I allow farther that the gentleman has rightly stated the 
difficulty on the foot of common prejudice; and that it arises 
from hence, that such cases appear to be contrary to the course 
of nature. But I desire him to consider what this course of 
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nature is. Every man, from the lowest countryman to th^ 
highest philosopher, frames to himself from his experience and 
observation a notion of a course of nature, and is ready to say 
of every thing reported to him that contradicts his experience, 
that it is contrary to nature. But will the gentleman say that 
every thing is impossible, or even improbable, that contradicts 
the notion which men frame to themselves of the course of na- 
ture ? I think he will not say it ; and if he will, he must say 
that water can never freeze, for it is absolutely inconsistent 
with the notion which men have of the course of nature wh6 
live in the warm climates. And hence it appears that when 
men talk of the course of nature, they really talk of their own 
prejudices and imaginations, and that sense and reason are not 
so much concerned in the case as the gentleman imagines. For 
I ask, is it from the evidence of sense or the evidence of reason 
that people in warm climates think it contrary to nature that 
water should grow solid and become ice ? As for sense, they 
see indeed that water with them is always liquid, but none of 
their senses tell them that it can never grow solid ; as for reason, 
it can never so inform them, for right reason can never contra- 
dict the truth of things. Our senses then inform us rightly 
what the usual course of things is ; but when we conclude that 
things cannot be otherwise, we outrun the information of our 
senses, and the conclusion stands on prejudice, and not on rea- 
son. And yet such conclusions form what is generally called 
the course of nature. And when men on proper evidence and 
information admit things contrary to this presupposed course of 
nature, they do not, as the gentleman expresses it, quit their own 
sense and reason, but in truth they quit their own mistakes and 
prejudices. 

In the' case before us, the case of the resurrection, the great 
difficulty arises from the like prejudice. We all know by expe- 
rience that all men die and rise no more ; therefore we con- 
clude that for a dead man to rise to life again is contrary to the 
course of nature ; and certainly it is contrary to the uniform 
and settled course of things. But if we argue from hence that 
it is contrary and repugnant to the real laws of nature, and ab- 
solutely impossible on that account, we argue without any foun- 
dation to support us either from our senses or our reason. We 
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cannot learn from our eyes> T>r feeling, or any other sense, that 
it is impossible for a dead body to li^e again : if we learn it at 
all, it must be from our reason ; and yet what one maxim of rea- 
son is contradicted by the supposition of a. resurrection ? For 
my own part, when I consider how I live ; ' that all the animal 
motions necessary to my life are independent of my. will ; that 
my heart beats. without my consent and without my direction ; 
that digestion and nutrition are performed by methods to which 
I am not conscious ; that my blood moves in a perpetual round, 
which is contrary to all* known laws of motion; I cannot but 
think that the preservation of my life, in every moment of it, is 
as great an act of power as is necessary to raise a dead man to 
life. And whoever so far reflects on his own being as to ac- 
knowlege that he owes it toa superior power, must needs think 
that the same power which gave life to senseless matter at first, 
and set all the springs and movements a-going at the beginning, 
can restore life to a dead body. Fdr surely it is not a greater 
thing to give life to a body once dead, than to a body that never 
was alive. 

In the next place must be considered the difficulties which 
the gentleman has laid before you with regard to the nature of 
Christ's body after the resurrection. He has produced some 
passages which, he thinks, imply that the body was not a real 
natural body, but a mere phantom or apparition ; and thence 
concludes that there being no real object of sense, there can be 
no evidence in the case. 

Presumptions are of no weight against positive evidence ; 
and every account of the resurrection assures us that the body 
of Christ was seen, felt, and . handled by many persons, who 
were called on by Christ so to do, that they might be assured 
that he had flesh and bones, and was not a mere spectre, as they 
in their first surprise imagined him to be. It is impossible 
that they who give this account should mean by any thing they 
report, to imply that he had no real body. It isc^tain then 
that when the gentleman makes use of what they.say to this 
purpose, he uses their sayings contrary to their mteaning. For 
it is not pretended that they say that Christ had not a .real hu-* 
man body after the resurrection ; nor is it pretended they had 
any such thought, except only on the first surprise of seeing 
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him, and before they had examined him with their eyes and 
hands. But something they have said which the gentleman, 
according to his notions of philosophy, thinks implies that the 
body was not real. To clear this point therefore, I must lay 
before you the passages referred to, and consider how justly the 
gentleman reasons from them. 

, The first passage relates to Mary Magdalen, who, the first 
time she saw Christ, was going to embrace his feet, as the cus- 
tom of the country was : Christ says to her, ^ Touch me not, 
for I am not yet ascended to my Father ; but go to my bre- 
thren, and tell them,'* &c. Hence the gentlemen concludes that 
Christ's body was not such a one as would bear the touch. 
But how does he infer this ? Is it from these words, < Touch 
me not ?' It cannot be ; for thousands say it every day with- 
out giving the least suspicion that their bodies are not capable 
of being touched. The conclusion then must be built on those 
other words, ^for I am not yet ascended to my Father.' But 
what have these words to do with the reality of his body ? It 
might be real or not real for any thing that is here said. 
There is a difficulty in these words, and it may be hard to give 
the true sense of them ; but there is no difficulty in seeing that 
they have no relation to the nature of Christ's body, for of his 
body nothing is said. The natural sense of the place, as I 
collect by comparing this passage with Matt, xxviii. 9. is this : 
Mary Magdalen on seeing Jesus fell at his feet, and laid hold 
of them and held them, as if she meant never to let them go ; 
Christ said to her, '^ Touch me not, or hang not about me now ; 
you will have other opportunities of seeing me, for I go not yet 
to my Father ; lose no time then, but go quickly with my mes- 
sage to my brethren." I am not concerned to support this par- 
ticular interpretation of the passage ; it is sufficient for my pur- 
pose to show that the words cannot possibly relate to the nature 
of Christ's body one way or other. 

The next passage relates to Christ's joining two of his disci- 
ples on the road, and conversing with them without being 
known .by them: it grew dark; they pressed him to stay with 
them that night; he went in with them, broke bread and blessed 
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it and gave it them, and then they knetr him ; and immediately 
he disappeared. 

The circumstance of disappearing ehftll be considered under 
the next head, with other objections of the like kind : at pre- 
sent I shall only examine the other parti of this story, and in- 
quire whether they afford any ground to conclude that the 
body of Christ was not a real one. Had this piece of history 
been related of any other person, I think no such suspicion 
could have arisen ; for what is there unnatural or uncommon in 
this account? Two men meet "an acquaintance whom they 
thought dead ; they converse with him for some time without 
suspecting who he was ; the very persuasion they were under 
that he was dead^ contributed greatly to their not knowing 
him : besides, he appeared in a habit and form different from 
what he used when he conversed with them ; appeared to them 
on a journey, and walked with them side by side ; in which 
situation no one of the company has « full view of another. 
Afterwards, when they were at supp«r together, and lights 
brought in, they plainly discerned who he was. On this occa- 
sion, the gentleman asks what sort of witnesses these are. Eye- 
witnesses ? No ; before supper they were eye-witnesses, says 
the gentleman, that the person whom they saw was not Christ : 
and then he demands a reason for our rejecting the evidence of 
their sense when they did not know Christ, and insisting on it 
when they did. 

It is no uncommon thing ' for men to catch themselves and 
others by such notable acute questions, and to be led by the 
sprightliness of their imagination out of the road of truth and 
common sense. I beg leave to tell the gentleman a short story , 
and then to ask him his own question. A certain gentleman 
who had been some years abroad, happened in his return to 
England through Paris to meet his own sister there. She not 
expecting to see him there, nor he to see her, they conversed 
together with other company at a public house, for great part 
of a day, without knowing each other. At last the lady began 
to show great signs of disorder ; her color came and went, and 
the eyes of the company were drawn towards her ; and then she 
cried out, Oh, my brother ! and was hardly held from fainting. 
Suppose now this lady were to depose on oath in a court of 
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justice that she saw bei: brother ajt^ Paijs; I would ask the 
gentleman whether he would object to the evidence, and say 
that she was as good an eye-witness that her brothei- was not 
there as that be was ; and demand of the court, why they re- 
jected the evidence of her senses when she did not know her 
brother, and were ready to believe it when she did. When the 
question is answered in this case, I desire only to have the 
benefit of it iit tb^ ca9e now before you* But if you shall be of 
opinion tkf^ there was some exl^raordinary power used on this 
occasion^ a^d incline to thi^k that the expression, (' their eyes 
were holden,') imports as much, then the case wilL fall under 
the next aiticle ; in wbicIiL 

We are to consider Christ's vanishing out of sight; his 
coming in and going out when the doors were sh|it, and such 
like passages ; which, as they fall under one. consideration, bo 
I shall speak to them together. 

But it is necessary first to see what the Apostles affirm dis* 
tinctly in their accounts of these fiEucts ; for I think more has 
been said for them, than ever they said or intended to say for 
themselves. In one place* it is said, ' he vanished out of their 
sight ;' which translation is corrected in the margin of our 
Bibles thus, ' he ceased to be seen of them ;' and the originalf 
imports no more. 

It is said in another place that the disciples being together, 
' and the doors shut,' Jesus came and stood in the midst of 
them. How he came is not said : much less is it said that 
he ca^e through the door or the key-hole ; and for any 
thing that is said to the contrary, he might come in at the 
door, though the disciples saw not the door open, nor him till 
he. was in the midst of them. But the gentleman thinks these 
passages prove that the disciples saw no real body, but an ap* 
paritipn. I am afraid that the gentleman after all his coa- 
tempt of apparitions, and the superstition on which they are 
founded, is fallen iato the snare himself, and is aiding on no 
better principles than the commoa notions which the vulgar 
have of appairitions. Why else does he imagine these passages 
to be inconsistent with tl^ reality of Christ's body ? Is there 
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no way for a real body to disappear ? IVy the experim^iit now; 
do bot put out the candles, we shall all disappear : if a *iBtUi 
falls asleep in the day-time, all things diiiappear to hiin ; his 
'6lBn&6H are all locked up ; and yet all things abotit hitn cfonthine 
to foe teal, and his senses continue perfect. As shutting oiit 
all rays of light would make all things disappear, so intercejit- 
ing the rays of light from any particular body would liiake that 
disappear. Perhaps something like this was die case ; or per- 
haps something else, of which we know nothing. But be the 
case what it will, the gentleman's conclusion is founded on no 
principle of true philosophy ; for it does not follow that a body 
is not real, because I lose sight of it suddenly. I shall be told 
perhaps that this way of accounting for the passages is as 
wonderful and as much out of the common course of things as 
file other. Perhaps it is so ; and what then ? Surely the gen- 
tleman does not expect that in order to prove the reality of the 
greatest miracle that ever was, I should show that there was 
nothing thiraealous in it, but that every thing happened accord- 
ing to the ordinary course of things ? My only concern is to 
show that these passages do not infer that the body of Christ 
after the reshrrection was no real body. I wonder the gentle- 
man did not carry his argument a little farther, and prove that 
Christ, before his death, had no real body ; for we read that 
when the multitude would have thrown him d6wn a precipice, 
he went through the midst of them unseen. Now nothing hap- 
pened after his resurrection more unaccountable than this that 
happened before it ; and if the argument be good at all, it will 
be good to prove that there never vras such a man as Jesus in 
the world. Perhaps the gentleman may think this a little too 
much to prove ; and if he does, I hope he will quit the argu- 
ment in one case as well as in the other, for difference there is 
none. 

Hitherto we have been called on to prove the teality of 
Christ's body, and that it was the same after the resurrection 
that it was before ; but the next objection complains that the 
body was too much the same with that which was buried ; for 
the gentleman thinks that it had the same mortal wounds open 
and uncured of which it died. His observation is grounded on 
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the words whiob Christ uses to Thomas, / Reach hither thy 
finger, and behold my hands, and reach hither thy hand, and 
thrust it into my side/* Is it here affirmed that Thomas did 
actually put his hands into his side, or so much as see his wounds 
fresh and bleeding ? Nothing like it. But it is supposed from 
the words of Christ ; for if he had no wounds, he would not 
have invited Thomas te probe them. Now the meaning of 
Christ will best appear by an account of the occasion he had to 
use this speech. He bad appeared to his disciples in the ab- 
sence of Thomas, and shown them his hands and feet, which 
still had the marks of his crucifixion. The disciples report 
this to Thomas : he thought the thing impossible, and ex- 
pressed his unbelief, as men are apt to do when they are posi- 
tive, in a very extravagant manner. You talk, says he, of the 
prints of the nails in his hands and feet ; for my part I will 
never believe this thing ' except I shall see in his hands the 
print of the nails, and put my finger into the print of the nails, 
and thrust my hand into his side.' Now in the first place here 
is nothing said of open wounds ; Thomas talks only of putting 
his finger into the print, that is, the scar of the nails, and of 
thrusting his hand into his side. And in common speech, to 
thrust a hand into any one's side, does not signify to thrust it 
through the side into the bowels. On this interpretation of the 
words, which is a plain and natural one, the gentleman's ob- 
jection is quite gone. But suppose Thomas to mean what the 
gentleman means, in that case the words of Christ are mani- 
festly a severe reproach to him for his infidelity : here, says 
Christ, are my hands and my side ; take the satisfaction you 
equire ; thrust your fingers into my hands, your hand into my 
side ; repeating to him his own words, and calling him to his 
own conditions ; which to a man beginning to see his extrava- 
gance, is of all rebukes the severest. Such forms of speech are 
used on many occasions, and are never understood to import 
that the thing proposed is proper, or always practicable. When 
the Grecian women reproached their sons with cowardice, and 
called to them as they were fiying from the enemy to come and 
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hide themselves once more, like children as they were, in their 
mothers' wombs, he would have been ridiculous who had asked 
the question, whether the women really thought that they could 
take their sons into their wombs again ? 

I have now gone through the objections which were neces- 
sarily to be removed before I could state the evidence in this 
case. I am sensible I have taken up too much of your time ; 
but I have this to say in my excuse, that objections built on 
popular notions and prejudices, are easily conveyed to the mind 
in few words, and so conveyed make strong impressions ; but 
whoever answers the objections must encounter all the notions 
to which they are allied, and to which they owe their strength ; 
and it is well if with many words he can find admittance. 

I come now to consider the evidence on which oui: belief of 
the resurrection stands; and here I am stopped again. A 
general exception is taken to the evidence, that it is imperfect, 
unfair ; and a question is asked, why did not Christ appear pub- 
licly to all the people, especially to the magistrates ? Why 
were some witnesses culled and chosen out, and others ex- 
cluded ? 

It may be sufficient perhaps to say that where there are 
witnesses enough, no judge, no jury complains for want of more ; 
and therefore if the witnesses we have are sufficient, it is no ob- 
jection that we have not others and more. If three credible 
men attest a will, which are as many as the law requires, would 
anybody ask why all the town were not called to set their 
hands ? But why were these witnesses culled and chosen out? 
Why? For this reason, that they might be good ones. Does 
not every wise man choose proper witnesses to his deed and to 
his will ? And does not a good choice of witnesses give strength 
to every deed ? How comes it to pass then that the very thing 
which shuts out all suspicion in other cases, should in this 
case only be of all others the most suspicious thing itself? . 

What reason there is to make any complaints on the behalf 
of the Jews may be judged, in part, from what has already ap- 
peared. Christ suffered openly in their sight ; and they were so 
well apprised of his prediction that he should rise again, that 
they set a guard on his sepulchre ; and from their guards they 
learned the truth. Every soldier was to them a witness of the 
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resdrrectioa of their own choosing. After this^ they had not 
one Apostle, (which the gentleman observes was the case of 
other people y) but all the Apostles, and matiy other witnessed 
with them, and in their power. The Apostles testified the re* 
surrection to them, not only to the people, but to the elders of 
Israel assembled in senate ; to support their evidence they were 
enabled to work, and did work miracles openly in the name of 
Christ. These people therefore have the least reason to com- 
plain, and had of all others the fullest evidence, and in some 
respects such as^none but themselves could have, for they only 
were keepers of the sepulchre. I believe if the gentleman was 
to choose an evidence to his own satisfaction in a like case, he 
<vould desire no more than to keep the sepulchre with a sufficient 
number of guards. 

But the argument goes farther. It is said that Jesus was 
sent with a special commission to the Jews, that he was their 
Messias ; and as his resurrection was his main credential, he 
ought to have appeared publicly to the rulers of the Jews after 
his resurrection; that in doing otherwise, he acted like an 
ambassador pretending authority from his prince, but refusing 
to show his letters of credence. 

I was afraid, when I suffered myself to be drawn into this 
argument, that I should be led into matters fitter to be decided 
by men of another profession than by lawyers. But sinpe 
there is no help now, I will lay before you what appears to me 
to be the natural and plain account of this matter ; leaving it 
to others, who are better qualified, to give a fuller answer to 
the objection. 

It appears to me, by the accounts we have of Jesus, that he 
had two distinct offices : one, as the Messias particularly pro- 
mised to the Jews ; another, as he was to be the great high 
priest of the world. With respect to the first office, he is 
called the Apostle of the Hebrews ;* the Minister of the Cir- 
cumcision ;t and says himself, ' I am not sent, but unto the 
lost sheep of the house of Israel. X Accordingly when he sent 
out his Apostles in his lifetime to preach, he expressly forbids 
Uiem to go to the Gentiles or Samaritans; 'but go,' says he, 

* Heb. iii. 1. t Rom. xv. 8. J Matth. xv. iJ4. 
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* to the }<^t she^p of the houise of Israel.'* Christ continued 
in the discharge of this office during the time of his natural 
life, till he was finally rejected by the Jews. And it is ob- 
servable that the Ic^t time he spoke to the people, according 
to St. Matthew's aiccotfnt, he solemnly took leave of theoi, 
and closed his commission. He had been long among them 
publishing glad tidings ; btit when all his preaching, all his 
miracles had proved to be in vain, the last thing he- did was to 
denounce the woes they had brought on themselves. The 
twenty-third chapter of St. Matthew recites these woes ; and 
at the end of them Christ takes this passionate leave of Jeru- 
salem : * O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, thoii that killest the pro-^ 
phets, and stonest them which are sent unto thee ; how often 
would I have gathered thy children together, even as a hen 
gathereth her chickens under her wiiigs, and ye would not ! 
Behold, your house is left unto you desolate. For I say unto 
you. Ye shall not see me henceforth, till ye shall say. Blessed 
is he that cometh in the name of the Lord.' It is remarkable 
that this passage, as recorded by St. Matthew and St. Luke 
twice over, is determined by the circumstances, to refer to the 
near approach of his own death, and the extreme hatred of 
the Jews to him ; and therefore those words, * ye shall not see 
me henceforth,' are to be dated from the time of his death, and 
manifestly point out the end of his particular mission to them. 
From the making this declaration as it stands in St. Matthew, 
his discourses are to his disciples, and they chiefly relate to 
the miserable and wretched condition of the Jews, which was 
now decreed and soon to be accomplished. Let me now ask 
whether in this state of things any farther credentials of 
Christ's commission to the Jews could be demanded or ex- 
pected. He was rejected, his commission was determined, 
and with it the fate of the nation was determined also : what 
use then of more credentials ? As to appearing to them after 
his resurrection, he could not do it consistently with his own 
prediction ; ' ye shall see me no more, till ye shall say. Blessed is 
he that cometh in the name of the Lord.' The Jews were not in 
this disposition after the resurrection, nor are they in it yet. 

• Matth.x. 5. 6. 
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The resurrection was ihe foundation of Christ's new com" 
mission, which extended to all the world. Then it was he 
declared that ' all power was given unto him in heaven and 
in earth.' Then he gave a new commission to his disciples, 
not restrained to the house of Israel, but to go and teach all 
nations. This prerogative the Jews had under this commission, 
that the gospel was every where first offered to them, but in 
no other terms than it was offered to the rest of the world. 
Since then this commission, of which the resurrection was the 
foundation, extended to all the world alike ; what ground is 
there to demand special and particular evidence to the Jews ? 
The emperor and the senate of Rome, were a much more con- 
siderable part of the world than the chief priests and the 
synagogue ; why does not the gentleman object then that 
Christ did not show himself to Tiberius and his senate ? And 
since all men have an equal right in this case, why may not 
the same demand be made for every country ; nay, for every 
age ? And then the gentleman may bring the question nearer 
home, and ask why Christ did not appear in England in 
King Oeorge's reign ? There is, to my apprehension, nothing 
more unreasonable than to neglect and despise plain and suffi- 
cient evidence before us, and to sit down to imagine what kind 
of evidence would have pleased us, and then to make the 
want of such evidence an objection to the truth; which yet, if 
well considered, would be found to be well established. 

The observation I have made on the resurrection of Christ 
naturally leads to another, which will help to account for the 
nature of the evidence we have in this great point. As the re- 
surrection was the opening a new commission, in which all the 
world had an interest, so the concern naturally was to have a 
proper evidence to establish this truth, and which should be of 
equal weight to all. This did not depend on the satisfaction 
given to private persons whether they were magistrates or , not 
magistrates, but on the conviction of those whose office it was 
to be to bear testimony to this truth in the world. In this 
sense the Apostles were chosen to be witnesses of the resurrec- 
tion, because they were chosen to bear testimony to it in the 
world ; and not because they only were admitted to see Christ 
after his resurrection ; for the fact is otherwise. The gospel 



MISCELLANEOUS TRACTS. 20^ 

indeed, concerned to show the evidence on which the faith of the 
world was to rest, is very particular in setting forth the ocular 
demonstration which the Apostles had of the resurrection, and 
mentions others who saw Christ after his resurrection, only ac- 
cidentally, and as the thread of the history led to it. But yet 
it is certain there were many others who had this satisfaction 
as well as the Apostles. St. Luke tells us that when Christ 
appeared to the eleven Apostles, there were others with them ;'* 
who they were, or how many they were, he says not. But' it 
appears in the Acts when an Apostle was to be chosen in the 
ro<Hn of Judas, and the chief qualification required was that he 
should be one capable of being a witness of the resurrection,* 
that there were present a hundred and twenty so qualified.-f 
And St. Paul says that Christ after his rising was seen by 
five hundred at once, many of whom were living when he ap- 
pealed to their evidence. So that the gentleman is mistaken 
when he imagines that a few only were chosen to see Christ 
after he came from the grave. The truth of the case is, -that 
out of those who saw him some were chosen to bear testimony 
to the world, and for that reason had the fullest demonstration 
of the truth, that they might be the better able to give satisfac- 
tion to others. And what was there in this conduct to com- 
plain of? What to raise any jealousy or suspicion ? 

As to the witnesses themselves, the first the gentleman takes 
notice of are the angels and the women. The mention of angels 
led naturally to apparitions; and the women were called poor 
silly women ; and there is an end of their evidence. But to 
speak seriously : will the gentleman pretend to prove that there 
are no intelligent beings between God and man, or that they 
are not ministers of God, or that they were improperly em-* 
ployed in this great and wonderful work, the resurrection of 
Christ? Till some of these points are disproved, we may be at 
rest ; for the angels were ministers and not witnesses of the 
resurrection. And it is not on the credit of the poor silly wo- 
men that we believe angels were concerned, but on the report 
of those who wrote the gospels, who deliver it as a truth 

• Luke xxiv. 33. 

t Acts i. Compare verses 15. 21. 22. together. 
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known to themselves, and not merely as a report taken from tbe 
women. 

But for the women what shall I say ? Silly aa they were, I 
hope at least they had eyes and ears, and could tell what they 
heard and saw. In this case they tell no more ; they report 
that the body was not in the sepulchre ; but so far from re- 
porting ^e resurrection, that they did not belieTe it, and were 
very anxious to find to what place the body was removed. 
Farther they were not employed ; for I think the gentleman 
in another part observes rightly, that they were not sent to bear 
testimony to any people. But suppose them to be witnesses; 
suppose them to be improper ones ; yet the evidence of the 
men surely is not the worse because some women happened to 
see the same thing which they saw. And if men only must be 
admitted, of them we have enough to establish this truth. 

I will not spend your time in enumerating these witnesses, 
or in setting forth the demonstration they had of the truth which 
they report. These things are well known. If you question 
their sincerity, they lived miserably and died miserably, for the 
sake of this truth. And what greater evidence of sincerity can 
man give or require ? And what is still more, they were not 
deceived in their expectation by being ill treated ; for he who 
employed them told Uiem befor^and that the world would hat6 
them, and treat them with contempt and cruelty. 

But leaving these weighty and well-known circumstances to 
your own reflexion, I beg leave to lay before you another evi- 
dence, passed over in silence by the gentleman on the other 
side. He took notice that a resurrection was so extraordinary 
a Jthing that no human evidence could support it. I am not 
sure that he is not in the right. If twenty men were to come 
into England with such a report from a distant country, perhaps 
they might not find twenty more here to believe their story. 
And I rather think the gentleman may be in the right, because 
in the present case I see clearly that the credit of the resurrec-» 
tion of Christ was not trusted to mere human evidence. To 
what evidence it was trusted we find by hi^ own declaration : 
< The Spirit of Truth which proceedeth from the Father, he 
shall testify of me : and ye also (speaking to his Apostles) 
shall bear witness, because ye have been with me from the be- 
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guiaing.'* And therefore though the Apostles had convened 
with him forty days after his resurrection, and had received his 
oomrAission to go teach all nations, yet he expressly forbids 
them entering on the work till they should receive powers from v 
above.f And St. Peter explains the evidence of the resurrec* 
tion in this manner : ' We (the Apostles) are his witnesses of 
these things, and so is also the Holy Ghost, whom God hath ) 
given to them who obey him.']: 

Now what were the powers received by the Apostles ? Were 
they not the powers of wisdom and courage, by which they were 
enabled to appear before rulers and princes in the name of 
Christ : the power of miracles, even of raising the dead to life, 
by which they convinced the world that God was with them in 
what they said and did ? With respect to this evidence St. John 
says, * If we receive the witness of men, the witness of God 
is greater.'§ Add to this, that the Apostles had a power to 
communicate these gifts to believers* Can you wonder that 
men believed the reality of those powers of which they were 
partakers, and became conscious to themselves? With respect 
to these communicated powers I suppose St. John speaks, 
when he says. * He that believeth on the Son of God hath the 
witness in himself. || Appealing not to an inward testimony of 
the Spirit in the sense of some modern enthusiasts, but to the 
powers of the Spirit which believers received, and which were 
seen in the effects that followed. 

It was objected that the Apostles separated themselves to 
the work of the ministry, and one went into one country, an- 
other to another ; and consequently, that the belief of the re^ 
surrection was originally received every where on the testimony 
of one witness. I will not examine this fact : suppose it to be 
so. But did this one witness go alone, when he was attended 
with the powers of heaven ? Was not every blind man restored 
to sight, and every lame man to his feet, a new witness to the 
truth reported by the fii-st ? Besides, when the people of dif- 
ferent countries came to compare notes, and found that they 
had all received the same account of Christ, and of his doc- 

♦ John XV. 28. 27. + Acts. i. 14. J Acts v. 32. 

§ I John V. 9. II Ibid. 10. 
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trine; then surely the evidence of these distant vritnesses thus 
united became stronger than if they had told their story together ; 
for twelve men separately examined, form a much stronger 
proof for the truth of any fact, than twelve men agreeing 
together in one story. 

If the same thing were to happen in our own time ; if one or 
two were to come into England, and report that a man was 
raised from the dead, and in consequence of it teach nothing 
but that we ought to love God and our neighbors ; if to con- 
firm their report, they should before our eyes cure the blind, 
the deaf, the lame, and even raise the dead to life ; if endowed 
with all these powers, they should live in poverty and distress, 
and patiently submit to all that scorn, contempt, and malice 
could contrive to distress them, and at last sacrifice even their 
lives in justification of the truth of their report ; if on inquiry 
we should find that all the countries in Europe had received 
the same account, supported by the same miraculous powers; 
attested in like manner by the sufferings, and confirmed by the 
blood of the witnesses ; — I would fain know what any reasonable 
man would do in this case ? Would he despise such evidence ? 
I think he would not; and whoever thinks otherwise must 
say that a resurrection, though in its own nature possible, is 
yet such a thing in which we ought not to believe either God 
or man. 
Judge. — Have you done. Sir ? 
Mr. B. — Yes, my lord. 

Judge. — Go on, Mr. A., if you have any thing to say inf 
reply. ^ 

Mr. A. — My lord, I shall trouble you with very little. The 
objections and answers under this head I shall leave to the 
judgment of the court, and beg leave only to make an obser-' 
vation or two on the last part of the gentleman's argument. 

And, first, with respect to the sufferings of the Apostles and 
disciples of Jesus, and the argument drawn from thence for 
the truth of their doctrines and assertions, I beg leave to 
observe to you that there is not a false religion or pretence in 
the world but can produce the same authority, and show many 
instances of men who have suffered even to death for the truth 
of their several professions. If we consult only modern story. 
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we shall find papists suffering for popery, protestants for their 
religion; and among protestants, every sect has had its 
martyrs, puritans, quakers, fifth-monarchy men. In Henry 
Vlllth's time, England saw both popish and protestant mar- 
tyrs ; in Queen Mary's reign the rage fell on protestants ; in 
Queen Elizabeth's papists and puritans were called sometimes, 
though rarely, to this trial. In later times, sometimes church- 
men, sometimes dissenters, were persecuted. What must we 
say then ? All these sufferers had not truth with them ; and 
yet, if there be any weight in this argument from suffering, they 
have all a right to plead it. 

But I may be told, perhaps, that men by their sufferings, 
though they do not prove their doctrines to be true, yet prove 
at least their own sincerity; as if it were a thing impossible 
for men to dissemble at the point of death ! Alas, how many 
instances are there of men's denying facts plainly proved, 
asserting facts plainly disproved, even with the rope about 
their necks ! Must all such pass for innocent sufferers, sincere 
men ? If not, it must be allowed that a man's word at the 
point of death is not always to be relied on. 

Another observation I would make is with respect to the 
evidence of the Spirit, on which so much stress is laid. It has 
been hitherto insisted on that the resurrection was a matter of 
fact, and such a fact as was capable and proper to be sup- 
ported by the evidence of sense. How comes it about that 
this evidence, this which is the proper evidence, is given up as 
insu£Scient, and a new improper evidence introduced ? Is it 
not surprising that one great miracle should want a hundred 
more to prove it ? Every miracle is itself an appeal to sense, 
and therefore admits no evidence but that of sense ; and there 
is no connection between a miracle done this year and last 
year. It does not follow therefore, because Peter cured a 
lame man, (allowing the fact,) that therefore Christ rose from 
the dead. 

But allowing the gentleman all he demands, what is it to 
us ? They who had the witness within them, did perhaps very 
well to consult him and to take his word ; but how am I, or 
others, who have not this witness in us, the better for it ? If 
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the first ages of the chairch saw all the wonder^ related by the 
gentleman, and believed, it shows at least, in his opinibti, that 
this strong evidence was necessary to create the belief he re- 
quires ; why then does he require this belief of us who have 
not this strong evidence ? 

Judge. — Very well. Gentlemen of the jury, you have heard 
the proofs and arguments on both sides, and it is now your part 
to give a verdict. 

Here the gentlemen t^hispered together, and the foreman 
stood up. 

Foreman. — My lord, the cause. has been long, and consists 
of several articles, therefore the jury hope you will give them 
your directions. 

Judge. — No, no; you are very able to judge without my 
help. 

Mr. A. — My lord, pray consider, you appointed this meet- 
ing, and chose your office. Mr. B. and I have gone through 
our parts, and have some right to insist on your doing your part. 

Mr. B. — I must join. Sir, in that request. 

Judge. — I have often heard that all honor has a burden at- 
tending it; but I did not suspect it in this office, which I con- 
feiTed on myself. But since it must be so, I will recollect, 
and lay before you as well as I can, the substance of the 
debate. 

Gentlemen of the jury, the question before you is, whether 
the witnesses of the resurrection of Christ are. guilty of giving 
false evidence or no. 

Two sorts of objections or accusations are brought against 
them. One charges fraud and deceit on the transaction itself; 
the other charges the evidence as forged, and insufficient to 
support the credit of so extraordinary an event. 

There are also three periods of time to be considered. 

The first takes in the ministry of Christ, and ends at his 
death. During this period the fraud is supposed to be con- 
trived. 

The second reaches from his death to his resurrection. Dur- 
ing this period the fraud is supposed to be executed. 

The third begins from the resurrection, and takes in the 
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whole ministry of the Apostles. And here the evidence they 
gsve the world for this fact is the main consideration. 

As to the first period of time, and the fraud charged on 
Jesus, I must observe to you that this charge had no evidence 
to support it ; afll the facts reported of Jesus stand ill full con- 
tradiction to 4t. To suppose, as the council did, that this fraud 
might possibly appear if we had any Jewish books written at 
the time, is not to bring proof, but to wish for proof ; for as it 
was rightly observed on the other side, how does Mr. A. know 
there were any such 'books ? And since they are lost, how does 
he know what was in them ? Were sudi books extant, they 
might probably prove beyond dispute the facts recorded in the 
gospels. 

You were told that the Jews were a very supen^itious peo- 
ple, much addicted to prophecy, and particularly that they had 
a strong expectation about the time that Christ appeared, to 
•have a victorious prince rise among them. This is laid as the 
ground of suspicion ; and in fact many impostors, you are told, 
set up on these notions of the people ; and thence it is inferred 
that Christ built his scheme on the strength of these popular 
prejudices. But when this fact came to be examined on the 
other side, it appeared that Christ was so far from falling in 
With these notions, and abusing the credulity of the people, 
that it was his main point to correct these prejudices, to op- 
' pose these superstitions ; and by these very means he fell into 
disgrace with his countrymen, and suffered as one who, in their 
opinion, destroyed the law and the prophets. With respect to 
temporal power, so far was he from aiming at it, that he re- 
fused it when offered ; so far from giving any hopes of it to his 
disciples, that he invited men on quite different terms, ' to 
take up the cross, and follow him.' And it is observable that 
after he had foretold his death and resurrection, he continued 
to admonish his disciples of the evils they were to suffer ; to 
tell them that the world would hate them and abuse them ; which 
surely to common sense has no appearance that he was then 
contriving a cheat, or encoutaging his disciples to execute it. 

But as ill supported as this charge is, there was no avoiding 
it ; it was necessity, and not choice, which drove the gentleman 
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to it ; for since Christ had foretold his resurrection, if the whole 
was a cheat, he certainly was conscious to it, and consequently 
the plot was laid in his own time. And yet the supposing 
Christ conscious to such a fraud in these circumstances is con- 
trary to all probability. It is very improbable that he or any 
man should, without any temptation, contrire a cheat to take 
place after his death. And if this could be supposed, it is 
highly improbable that he should give public notice of it, and 
thereby put all men on their guard; especially considering 
there were only a few women, and twelve men of low fortunes 
and mean education, to conduct the plot ; and the whole power 
of the Jews and Romans to oppose it. 

Mr. A. seemed sensible of these difficulties, and therefore 
would have varied the charge, and have made Christ an enthu- 
siast, and his disciples only cheats. This was not properly 
moved, and therefore not debated ; for which reason I shall 
pass it over with this short observation ; that enthusiasm is as 
contrary to the whole character and conduct of Christ as even 
fraud is. Besides, this imagination, if allowed, goes only to 
Christ's own part, and leaves the charge of fraud in its full 
extent on the management from the time of his death, and 
therefore is of no use, unless the fraud afterwards be apparent. 
For if there really was a resurrection, it will sufficiently answer 
the charge of enthusiasm. 

I pass on then to the second period, to consider what hap- 
pened between the death and resurrection of Christ. And here 
it is agreed that Christ died and was buried. So far then there 
was no fraud. 

For the better understanding the charge here, we must re- 
collect a material circumstance reported by one of the evan- 
gelists, which is this : after Christ, was buried, the chief priests 
and Pharisees came to Pilate the Roman governor, and in- 
formed him that this deceiver (meaning Jesus) had in his life- 
time foretold that he would rise again after three days ; that 
they suspected his disciples would steal away the body, and 
pretend a resurrection ; and then the ' last error would be worse 
than the first.* They therefore desire a guard to wateh the se- 
pulchre, to prevent all fraud. They had one granted ; accord- 
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ingly they placed a watch on the sepulchre, and sealed up the 
stone at the mouth of it. 

What the event of this case was the same writer tells us. 
The guards saw the stone removed hy angels, and for fear they 
became as dead men. When they came to the city, they 
reported to the chief priests what had happened. A council is 
called, and a resolution taken to bribe the soldiers to say that 
the body was stolen while they were asleep ; and the council 
undertook to excuse the soldiers to Pilate, for their negligence 
in falling asleep when they were on duty. 

Thus the fact stands in the original record. Now the 
council for Woolston maintains that the story reported by the 
soldiers, after they had been bribed by the chief priests, con- 
tains the true account of this pretended resurrection. 

The ge;ntleman was sensible of a difficulty in his way, to 
account for the credit which the Jews gave to the prediction of 
Christ ; for if, as he pretends, they knew him to be an im- 
postor, what reason had they to take any notice of his prediction ? 
And therefore that very caution in this case betrayed their 
concern, and showed that they were not satisfied that his pre- 
tensions were groundless. To obviate this, he says that they 
had discovered before one great cheat in the case of Lazarus, 
and therefore were suspicious of another in this case. He was 
answered that the discovery of a cheat in the case before 
mentioned ought rather to have set them at ease, and mad^ 
them quite secure as to the event of the prediction. In reply 
he says that the chief priests, however satisfied of the cheat 
themselves, had found that it prevailed among the people ; and 
to secure the people from being farther imposed on, they used 
the caution they did. 

This is the substance of the argument on both sides. 

I must observe to you that this reasoning from the case of 
Lazarus has no foundation in history ; there is no pretence for 
saying that the Jews in this whole affair had any particular 
regard to the raising of Lazarus ; and if they had any such just 
suspicion, why was it not mentioned at the trial of Christ ? 
There was an opportunity of opening the whole fraud, and 
undeceiving the people. The Jews had a plain law for punish- 
ing a false prophet ; and what could be a stronger conviction 
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than sttoh a cheat made manifest? Why then was thia 
advantage lost ? 

Thegentleman builds this observation on these words : ' so 
^ tiie last error shall be worse than the first.' Bat is there here 
any thing said about Lazarus ? No ; the words are a pvov^r- 
bial form of speech^ and probably were used without relation 
to any particular case. But if a particular meaning must be 
assigned, it is more probable that the words being used to 
Pilate contained a reasctn applicable to him. Now Pilafte 
had been drawn in to consent to the crucifixion for fear the 
Jews should set up Jesus to be their king in opposition to 
Csesar; therefore say the chief priests to him, if once lihe 
people believe him to be risen from the dead, the last error 
will be worse than the first ; that is, they will be more inclitied 
and encouraged to rebel against the Romans than ever. This 
is a natural sense of the words, ius they are used to mdve the 
Romftn governor to allow them a guard. Whether Lazarus 
were dead or alive, whether Christ came to destroy the law 
and the prophets, or to establish or confirm them. Was of little 
moment to Pilate. It is plain he was touched by none of thede 
considerations, And refused to be concerned in the affair of 
Christ, till he was alarmed with the suggestions of danger to 
the Roman state. This was the first fear that moved him ; 
must not therefore the second now suggested to him be of the 
same kind ? 

The next circumstance to be considered is that of the seal on 
the stone of the sepulchre. The council for Woolston supposes 
an agreement between the Jews and disciples about setting this 
seal. But for this agreement there is no evidence ; na;y, to 
suppose it, contradicts the whole series of the history, as the 
gentleman on the other side observed. I will not enter into 
the particulars of this debate, for it is needless. The plain 
natural account given of this matter shuts out all other suppo- 
sitions. Mr. B. observed to you that the Jews having a 
guard, set the seal to prevent any combination among the 
guards to deceive them ; which seems a plain and satisfactory 
account. The council for W. repHes, let the use of the seals 
be what they will, it is plain they were broken ; and if they 
were used as a check on the Roman soldiers^ then probably 
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they consentecl. to tlie fraud ; and then, it ia easily understood 
how the body was removed. 

I mustobsecv>e.to you here that this suspicion agrees neither 
^ith:the ajscountgivjen by.the evangelist, nor with the story 
set about by the Jiews ; so that it b. utterly unsupported by any 
eTidenpe. 

Nor has it any probability in it. For what could move 
Pilate and the Roman soldiers to pi^pagate such a cheat? 
He had crucified Christ for no other reason but for fear the 
people should revolt. from the Romans; perhaps too he con^ 
sented to. place a guard on the sepulchre, to put an end to the 
people's hope in Jesus* and ia it likely at last that he was con*' 
sentiqg: to a cheat, to make the people believe him risen from 
the dead ? The thing o£ all others> which he was obliged^ as 
his apprehensions were, to prevent. 

The next drcumsta^ce i^^isted on as a proof of the fraud is, 
tjtia^^ J[esus rose before the ti|ue h^ had appointed. Mr. A. 
siipppMes thal^ the disciples hastened, the plot# for fear of falling 
iq w^th nanlti^des, who waited only for the appointed time, to 
be, at. the stpulQhre, and to see wiUi their own eyes. He was 
appwered tbal^ the disciples were npt, could not be concernedn 
or be pre^ciot at moving the body; tha4^ they were dispersed,t 
ai4 IqryoQQcealed for fear of the Jews ; that hastening the plot 
wii^, of no use^ for the resurrection happened whilst Ute guards 
were at the sepulchre^ who were pnobably enough to prevent 
viplence ; certainly enough to discover it, if any were used. 

This difficulty, then resto n(ierely on the reckoning of the^ 
time. Christ, died on Fridayt rose early on Sunday. Tb^ 
question is whether this was rising the third day according to 
the {Hrediction ? I will refer the authorities made use of in this 
cm& to youjr memory, and add only one observation to shoiK 
that it wa& indeed the. third day aceording as the people of the 
country reckoned. When. .Christ talked with the two disciples 
who knew him not, they gave him a» account of his.owncruci?* 
fision, and their disappointment, and tell him, ' To-day is the 
third day since these things were done.'* Now this conversa.-?. 
tion was on the.very day of the resurrection. And the disK^i- 

* Lake xxKr. 21. 
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pies thought of nothing less than answering an objection against 
the resurrection, which as yet they did not believe. They re- 
count only a matter of fact, and reckon the time according to 
the usage of their country, and call the day of the resurrection 
the third day from the crucifixion ; which is a plain evidence 
in what manner the Jews reckoned in this and like cases. 

As the objections in this case are founded on the story re- 
ported by the Jews and the Roman soldiers, Mr. B. in his 
answer endeavored to show from some historical passages that 
the Jews themselves did not believe the story. 

His first argument was, that the Jews never questioned the 
disciples for this cheat, and the share they had in it when they 
had them in their power. A.nd yet who sees not that it 
was very much to their purpose so to do ? To this there is no 
reply. 

The second argument was from the treatment St. Paul had 
from King Agrippa, and his saying to St. Paul, ' Almost thou 
persuadest me to be a Christian :' a speech which he reckons 
could not be made by a prince, to one concerned in carrying on 
a known cheat. To this the gentleman replies that Agrippa 
never did become a Christian, and that no great stress is to be 
laid on his complaisance to his prisoner. But allowing that 
there was something of humanity and civility in the expression, 
yet such civility could hardly be paid to a known impostor. 
There is a propriety even in civility ; a prince may be civil to 
a rebel, but he will hardly compliment him for his loyalty ; he 
may be civil to a poor sectary, but if he knows him to be a 
cheat, he will scarcely compliment him with hopes that he will 
be of his party. 

The third argument was from the advice given by Gamaliel 
to the council of the Jews, to let the Apostles alone, ' for fear 
they themselves should be found to fight against God.' A 
supposition which the gentleman thinks absolutely inconsis- 
tent with his or the council's being persuaded that the Apos- 
tles were guilty of any fraud in managing the resurrection of 
Christ. 

The gentleman replies that Gamaliel's advice respected only 
the numbers of people deceived, and was a declaration of 
his opinion that it was not prudent to come to extremities 
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till the people were in a better temper. This deserves consi- 
deration. 

First, I observe that Gamaliel's words are express, ' lest ye 
be found to fight against God/ which reason respects God, and 
not the people. And the supposition is that ' the hand of God' 
might possibly be in this work ; a saying which could not 
have come from him, or have been received by the council, 
if they had believed the resurrection to have been a cheat. 

Secondly, it is remarkable that the miracles wrought by the 
Apostles after the death of Christ, those especially which occa- 
sioned the calling this council, had a much greater effect on 
the Jews than even the miracles of Christ himself. They held 
out against all the wonders of Christ, and were perpetually plot- 
ting his death, not doubting but that would put an end to their 
trouble : but when after his death they saw the same powers 
continue with the Apostles, they saw no end of the affair, but 
began to think in earnest there might be more in it than they 
were willing to believe. And on the report made to them of 
the Apostle's works, they make serious reflexion, * and doubted 
whereunto this would grow.' And though in their anger and 
vexation of heart they thought of desperate remedies, and were 
for killing the Apostles also, yet they hearkened willingly to 
GamalieFs advice, which at another time might have been dan- 
gerous to the adviser. So that it appears from the history that 
the whole council had the same doubt that Gamaliel had, that 
possibly the hand of God might be in this thing. And 
could the Jews, if they had manifestly discovered the cheat 
of the resurrection a little time before, have entertained such a 
suspicion ? 

The last period commences at the resurrection, and takes 
in the evidence on which the credit of this fact stands. 

The council for Woolston, among other difficulties, started 
one which, if well grounded, excludes all evidence out of this 
case. The resurrection being a thing out of the course of na- 
ture, he thinks the testimony of nature, held forth to us in her 
constant method of working, a stronger evidence against the 
possibility of a resurrection than any human evidence can be 
for the reality of one. 

In answer to this, it is said on the other side. 
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First, that a resurrection is a thing to be judged of by m^E>'a 
senses ; and this cannot be doubted. We all know when a maa 
13 dead; and should he come to life again^ we might ju4ge 
whether he was alive or no by the very same means by which, 
we judge those about us to be living men. 

Secondly, that the notion of a resurrection contradicts no one 
principle of right reason, interferes with no law of nature ; and 
that whoever admits that God gave man life at first, caqnotpos* 
sibly doubt of his power to restore it when lost« 

Thirdly, thpit appealing to the settled course of nature is 
referring the matter in dispute, not to rules or maxims of reason 
and true philosophy, but to the prejudices and mistakes of 
men, which are various and infinite, and differ sometimes 
according to the climate men live in, because men form a 
notion of nature from what they see ; and therefore in cold 
countries all men judge it to be according to the course of 
nature for water to freeze, in warm countries they judge it to. 
be unnatural. Consequently, that it is not enough to prove 
any thing to be contrary to the laws of nature, to say that it is 
usually or constantly to our observation otherwise ; and 
therefore, though men in the ordinary course die, and do not 
rise again> (which is certainly a prejudice against the belief of 
a resurrection,) yet is it not an argument against the possibility 
of a resurrection. 

Another objection was against the reality of the body of Christ . 
after it came from the grave. These objections are founded 
on such passages as report his appearing or disappearing to the 
eyes of his disciples at pleasure ; his coming in among th^m 
when the doors were shut ; his forbidding some to touch him, 
his inviting others to do it ; his having the very wounds whereof 
he died, fresh and open in his body, and the like. Hence the 
council concluded that it was no real body, which was some- 
times visible, sonie times invisible ; sometimes capable of being 
touched, sometimes incapable. 

On the other side, it was answered, that many of these ob* 
jections are founded on a mistaken sense of the passages re- 
ferred to ; particularly of the passage in which Christ i» bought 
to forbid Mary Magdalen to touch him ; of another, in which 
he calls to Thomas to ex^min^ his. wounds; and probably of a 
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third, relating to Christ's conversation with his disciples on the 
road, without heing known by them. 

As to other passages, which relate his appearing and dis- 
appearing, and coming in when the doors were shut, it is said 
that no conclusion can be drawn from them against the reality 
of Christ's body ; that these things might happen many ways, 
and yet the body be real, which is the only point to whidi 
the present objection extends ; that there might be in this, and 
probably was, something miraculous ; but nothing more won- 
derful than what happened on another occasion in his life- 
time ; where the gentleman who makes the objection allows 
him to have had a real body. 

I mention these things but briefly, just to bring the course 
of the argument to your remembrance. 

The next objection is taken from hence, that Christ did not 
appear publicly to the people, and particularly to the chief 
priests and rulers of the Jews. It is said that his commission 
related to them in an especial manner, and that it appears 
strange that the main proof of his mission, the resurrection, 
should not be laid before them ; but that witnesses should be 
picked and culled to see this mighty wonder. This is the force 
of the objection. 

To which it is answered, first, that the particular commis- 
sion to the Jews expired at the death of Christ, and therefore 
the Jews had, on this account, no claim for any particular evi- 
dence. And it is insisted that Christ, before his death, de- 
clared the Jews should not see him till they were better dis- 
posed to receive him. 

Secondly, that as the whole world had a concern in the 
resurrection of Christ, it was necessary to prepare a proper 
evidence for the whole world ; which was not to be done by 
any particular satisfaction given to the people of the Jews or 
their rulers. 

Thirdly, that as to the chosen witnesses, it is a mistake to 
think that they were chosen as the only persons to see Christ 
after the resurrection, and that in truth many others did see 
him ; but that the witnesses were chosen as proper persons to 
bear testimony to all people ; an office to which many others 
who did see Christ were not particularly commissioned. That 
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making choice of proper and credible witnesses was so far 
from being a ground of just suspicion, that it is in all cases the 
most proper way to exclude suspicion. 

The next objection is pointed against the evidence of the 
angels and .the women. It is said that history reports that the 
women saw young men at the sepulchre ; that they were ad- 
Tanced into angels merely through the fear and superstition of 
the women ; that at the best this is but a story of an appari- 
tion; a thing in times of ignorance much talked of, but in the 
days of knowlege never heard of. 

In answer to this, it is said that the angels are not properly 
reckoned among the witnesses of the resurrection ; they were 
not in the number of the chosen witnesses, or sent to bear tes- 
timony in the world ; that they were indeed ministers of God 
appointed to attend the resurrection : that God has such minis- 
ters, cannot be reasonably doubted ; nor can it be objected 
that they were improperly employed, or below their dignity, 
in attending on the resurrection of Christ : that we believe them 
.to be angels, not on the report of the women, but on the credit 
of the evangelist who affirms it. That what is said of appa- 
ritions on this occasion, may pass for wit and ridicule, but 
yields no reason or argument. 

The objection to the women was, I think, only that they 
were women ; which was strengthened by calling them silly 
women. 

It was answered that women have eyes and ears as well as 
men, and can tell what they see and hear. And it happened 
in this case that the women were so far from being credulous, 
that they believed not the angels, and hardly believed their 
own report. However, that the women are none of the chosen 
witnesses ; and if they were, the evidence of the men cannot 
be set aside, because women saw what they saw. 

This is the substance of the objections and answers. 
. The council for the Apostles insisted farther, that they gave 
the greatest assurance to the world that possibly could be 
given, of their sincere dealing, by suffering all kinds of hardship, 
and at last death itself, in confirmation of the truth of their 
evidence. 

The council for Woolston, in reply to this, told you that all 
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religions, whether true or false, have had their martyrs ; that 
no opinion, however absurd, can be named, but some have been 
content to die for it ; and then concluded that suffering is no 
evidence of the truth of the opinions for which men suffer. 

To clear this matter to you, I must observe how this case 
stands. You have heard often, in the course of this argument, 
that the Apostles were witnesses chosen to bear testimony to 
the resurrection, and for that reason had the fullest evidence 
themselves of the truth of it; not merely by seeing Christ once 
or twice after his death, but by frequent conversations with him 
for forty days together before his ascension. That this was 
their proper business appears plainly from history, where we 
find that to ordain an apostle was the same thing as ordaining 
one to be a witness of the resurrection.* If you look farther 
to the preaching of the Apostles, you will find this was the 
great article insisted on.f And St. Paul knew the weight of 
this article, and the necessity of teaching it, when he said, 
' if Christ be not risen, our faith is vain.' You see then that the 
thing which the Apostles testified, and the thing for which 
they suffiered, was the truth of the resurrection, which is a 
mere matter of fact. 

Consider now how the objection stands. The council for 
Woolston tells you that it is common for men to die for false 
opinions ; and he tells you nothing but the truth. But even in 
those cases their suffering is an evidence of their sincerity ; and 
it would be very hard to charge men who die for the doctrine 
they profess, with insincerity in the profession. Mistaken they 
may be ; but every mistaken man is not a cheat. !Now if you 
will allow the suffering of the Apostles to prove their sincerity, 
which you cannot well disallow, and consider that they died 
for the truth of a matter of fact which they had seen themselves, 
you will perceive how strong the evidence is in this case. In 
doctrines and matters of opinion men mistake perpetually ; and 
it is no reason for me to take up with another man's opinion 
because I am persuaded he is sincere in it. But when a man 
reports to me an uncommon fact, yet such a one as in its own 
nature is a plain object of sense, if I believe him not, it is not 

* Acts i. 22. t Acts ii. 2. 22. &c. ili. 15. iv. 10. v. 30. 
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because I su»pect his eyes, or his sense of feeling, but merely 
because I suspect his sincerity. For if I was to see the same 
thing myself, 1 should believe myself; and therefore my sus- 
picion does not arise from the inability of human senses to 
judge in the ca^, but from a doubt of the sincerity of the 
reporter. In such cases therefore there wants nothing to be 
proved, but only the sincerity of the reporter ; and since 
voluntary suffering for the truth is at least a proof of sincerity, 
the sufferings of the Apostles for the truth of the resurrection 
is a full and unexceptionable proof. 

The council for Woolston was sensible of this difference, 
and therefore he added that there are many instances of men's 
suffering and dying in an obstinate denial of the truth of facts 
plainly proved. This observation is also true. I remember 
a story of a man who endured with great constancy all the 
tortures of the rack, denying the fact with which he was 
charged. When he was asked afterwards how he could hold 
out against all the tortures, he answered, I had painted a 
gallows on the toe of my shoe, and when the rack stretched 
me, I looked on the gallows, and bore the pain to save my life, 
This man denied a plain fact under great torture, but you see 
a reason for it. In other cases, when criminals persist in 
denying their crimes, they often do it, and there is reason to 
suspect they do it always, in hopes of a pardon or reprieve. 
But what are these instances to the present purpose? AU 
these men suffer against their will, and for their crimes ; anc) 
their obstinacy is built on the hope of escaping, by moving the 
compassion of the government. Can the gentleman give any 
instances of persons who died willingly in attestation of a false 
fact ? We have had in England some weak enough to die for 
the pope's supremacy ; but do you think a man could be found 
to die in proof of the pope's being actually on the throne of 
England. 

Now the Apostles died in asserting the truth of Christ's 
resurrection. It was always in their power to quit their evi- 
dence and save their lives. Even their bitterest enemies^ 
the Jews^ required no more of them than to be silent * Others 

* Acts iv. 17. V. 28 
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have denied facts, or asserted facts, in hopes of saving their 
lives when they were under sentence of death. But these men 
attested a fact at the expense of their lives, which they might 
have saved by denying the truth. So that between criminals 
dying and denying plain facts, and the Apostles dying for their 
testimony, there is this material difference : criminals deny the 
truth in hopes of saving their lives ; the Apostles willingly 
parted with their lives rather than deny the truth. 

We are come now to the last, and indeed the most weighty 
consideration. 

The council for the Apostles having in the course of the 
argument allowed that more evidence is required to support the 
credit of the resurrection, it being a very extraordinary event, 
than is necessary in common cases ; in the latter part of his 
defence sets forth the extraordinary evidence on which this fact 
stands. This is the evidence of the Spirit ; the Spirit of wisdom 
and power which was given to the Apostles to enable them 
to confirm their testimony by signs and wonders, and mighty 
works. This part of the argument was well urged by the 
gentleman, and I need not repeat all he said. 

The council for Woolston in his reply made two objections 
to this evidence. 

The first was this ; that the resurrection having all along 
been pleaded to be a matter of fact and an object of sense, to 
recur to miracles for the proof of it is to take it out of its propel 
evidence, the evidence of sense, and to rest it on a proof which 
cannot be applied to it ; for seeing one miracle, he says, is nd 
evidence that another miracle was wrought before it ; as heaU 
ing a sick man is no evidence that a dead man was raised to 
life. 

To clear this difficulty you must consider by what train of 
reasoning miracles come to be proofs in any case. A miracle 
of itself proves nothing, unless this only, that there is a cause 
equal to the producing the effect we see. Suppose you should 
see a man raise one from the dead, and he should go away and 
say nothing to you, you would not find that any fact or any 
proposition was proved or disproved by this miracle. But 
should he declare to you in the name of him by whose power 
the miracle was wrought, that image^worship was unlawful, you 
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would then be possessed of a proof against image- worship. But 
how? Not because the miracle proves any thing as to the 
point itself; but because the man's declaration is authorised by 
him who wrought the miracle in confirmation of his doctrine. 
And therefore miracles are directly a proof of the authority 
of persons » and not of the truth of things. 

To apply this to the present case : if the Apostles had wrought 
miracles, and said nothing of the resurrection, the miracles would 
have proved nothing about the resurrection one way or other. 
But when as eye-witnesses they attested the truth of the resur- 
rection, and wrought miracles to confirm their authority, the 
miracles did not directly prove the resurrection, but they con- 
firmed and established beyond all suspicion the proper evidence, 
the evidence of eye-witnesses. So that here is no change of the 
evidence from proper to improper ; the fact still rests on the 
evidence of sense, confirmed and strengthened by the authority 
of the Spirit. If a witness calls in his neighbors to attest his 
veracity, they prove nothing as to the fact in question, but only 
confirm the evidence of the witness. The case here is the same ; 
though between the authorities brought in confirmation of the 
evidence there is no comparison. 

The second objection was, that this evidence, however good 
it may be in its kind, is yet nothing to us. It is well, the gen- 
tleman says, for those who had it ; but what is that to us who 
have it not ? 

To adjust this difficulty, I must observe to you that the evi- 
dence now under consideration was not a private evidence of 
the Spirit, or any inward light, like to that which the quakers in 
our time pretend to, but an evidence appearing in the manifest 
and visible works of the Spirit ; and this evidence was capable 
of being transmitted, and actually has been transmitted to us 
on unquestionable authority : and to allow the evidence to 
have been good in the first ages and not in this, seems to me to 
be a contradiction to the rules of reasoning. For if we see 
enough to judge that the first ages had reason to believe, we 
must needs see at the same time that it is reasonable for us also 
to believe. As the present question only relates to the nature 
of the evidence, it was not necessary to produce from history 
the instances to show in how plentiful a manner this evidence 
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was granted to the church. Whoever wants this satisfaction 
may easily have it. 

Gentlemen of the jury, I have laid before you the substance 
of what has been said on both sides. You are now to consider 
of it, and to give your verdict. 

The jury consulted together, and the foreman rose up. 

Foreman. — My lord, we are ready to give our verdict. 

Judge. — Are you all agreed ? 

Jury. — Yes. 

Judge. — Who shall speak for you ? 

Jury. — Our foreman. 

Judge. — What say you ? Are the Apostles guilty of giving 
false evidence in the case of the resurrection of Jesus, or not 
guilty ? 

Foreman. — Not guilty. 

Judge. — Very well ; and now. Gentlemen, I resign my com- 
mission, and am your humble servant. 

The company rose up and were beginning to pay their com- 
pliments to the judge and the council, but were interrupted by 
a gentleman who went up to the judge and offered him a fee. 
What is this ? says the judge. A fee. Sir, said the gentleman. 
A fee to a judge is a bribe, said the judge. True, Sir, said the 
gentleman ; but you have resigned your commission, and will 
not be the first judge who has come from the bench to the bar 
without any diminution of honor. Now Lazarus's case is to 
come on next, and this fee is to retain you on his side. There 
followed a confused noise of all speaking together to persuade 
the judge to take the fee ; but as the trial had lasted longer 
than I expected, and I had lapsed the time of an appoint- 
ment for business, I was forced to slip away ; and whether the 
judge was prevailed on to undertake the cause of Lazarus or 
no, I cannot say. 

*** N. B. Not only Mr. Woolston's objections in bis Sixth 
Discourse, but those also which he and others have published in 
other books, are here considered. 
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SUMMARY. 

SECTION I. 

The manner in which the Considerer introduces himself and 
his book into the world described. His frank declaration of 
his principles in respect to religion commended; yet after 
this, it is matter of surprise that such a person should set him- 
self up for a fair examiner of the evidence of the' resurrection. 
His blasphemous language quoted ; his qualifications to write 
an answer to the Trial of the Witnesses examined in several 
instances ; from whence it appears that there is little reason to 
expect from him a judicious or fair appeal. His perversion, 
alteration, and misapplication of passages taken from the Trial 
stated. His abuse of the writers of the New Testament. His 
s^ttempts at forgery in their names. 

SECTION II. 

Before the main points are considered, a remark of the Con- 
siderer is noticed, relating to the credit of revelation in general. 
The first point that more directly affects the credit of the re- 
surrection, is the nature and quality of the evidence. The 
Considerer complains that all the evidence lies on the side of 
the resurrection; imagines that there was anciently a great 
stock of evidence against the truth of it, but that it has un- 
happily been lost or destroyed : this and similar complaints 
answered. Another question taken up by the Considerer, is 
about the nature of Christ's kingdom. This, although it very 
little concerns the resurrection, is examined at considerable length. 
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The next question started is, whether Christ predicted his' 
own death and resurrection ; which the Considerer is willing 
to think he did not, because the author of the Trial asserts that^. 
he did. This point examined : first, with regard to the Con-^' 
siderer's assertion that the chief priests and rulers never heard 
of any stich predictions, and his inference from thence : se- 
condly, with regard to his admission, that such predictions 
appear five times in the gospel ; and his inference that they 
are forgeries, from their not being understood by the disciples/ 
The only way of accounting for the actions of men is by com- '. 
paring them with their opinions and persuasions, and the cir-- 
cumstances in which they were at the time, and then consi-^ 
dering what men under such circumstances and such persua-^' 
sions would naturally do. The conduct of the rulers of the 
Jews, and of the disciples, accounted for in this method. A 
particular consideration of the prophecy deduced from the sign 
of Jonas. That part of the gospel-history which contains the 
sign promised to the Jews, is not admitted by the Considerer 
as true. His reasons to prove the whole a forgery examined. 



SECTION III. 

Consideration of the inconsistencies charged on the evange- 
lists in the account they give of the circumstances of the resur- 
rection. Order in which the four gospels appeared. The 
true way of examining the state of the history is, to consider 
the accounts given by the three first evangelists separately, 
and then to compare them with that of St. John. The ac- 
count of what passed at the sepulchre, as given by the three 
evangelists, stated. The particulars in which they differ : 
these compared with St. John*s account, and their difference 
considered after his additions and explications. Having gone 
through his proofs against the gospel history, the Considerer 
returns to the Trial of the Witnesses. His objections against 
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the unexceptionable character of the witnesses answered^ 
Reply to his repetition of the old objection, that Jesus did 
not show himself to the Jews after his resurrection. Other 
objections of his stated and answered. 



SECTION IV. 

The Considerer has one argument still in reserve, which, 
were it a valid one, would strike at the credit of revelation in 
general. He thinks that miracles of any kind are impossible, 
and exclude all evidence, being inconsistent with the reason 
of man and the nature of things, &c. For the possibility of 
the resurrection the reader is referred to the Trial of the Wit- 
nesses. The reason and possibility of miracles in general is 
here discussed. Answer to the Considerer's arguments against 
them, as contrary to experience, reason, and common sense. 
Answer to his arguments against them, as being impossible in 
a moral point of view ; that is, contrary to the perfection of 
God's nature, to his unchangeableness, his wisdom, his justice, 
and his goodness. Conclusion. 
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THE SEQUEL 

OP THE TRIAL OF THE WITNESSES OF THE RESURREC- 
TION : BEING AN ANSWER TO THE EXCEPTIONS OF A 
LATE PAMPHLET, INTITLED, •THE RESURRECTION OF 
JESUS CONSIDERED BY A MORAL PHILOSOPHER.' RE- 
VISED BY THE AUTHOR OF THE TRIAL OF THE WIT- 
NESSES. 

[This tract, though stated only to have been revised by 
Bishop Sherlock, seems to contain many touches by his mas- 
terly hand : at any rate it forms an appropriate and almost ne- 
cessary accompaniment to the preceding one, and is on that 
account introduced into this work. — Ed.] 

SECTION I. 

The Considerer introduces himself and his book to the world 
in a very extraordinary and pompous manner. The Trial of the 
Witnesses had, it seems, gone through ten editions unanswered ; 
had (as he most ingeniously expresses himself,) •' miraculously 
supported the miracles of the gospel ; had gained an indisputa- 
ble conquest, and reached the remotest corners of infidelity." 
What then was to be done in this distress ? Why he is called 
on by his friends to read it, and by his ardent love of truth to 
answer it ; and seems to think that all the hopes of infidelity 
centre in him. 

An author of so much vivacity, and so full of himself, can 
hardly be expected to keep the dull road of reasoning; his 
wit will sometimes run away with him. Hence it is that we 
meet with so much pertness and spirit in his performance ; hence 
proceed those beautiful expressions of * miraculously supported 
the miracles,' the 'damnably bad' opinions of somebody or 
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other ; and the witty conceit of introducing ghosts * in white 
sheets and dark lanterns' into this serious argument. Of all 
which, and many others of equal politeness, I take leave once 
for all, and give them up to be enjoyed by the author and his 
admirers without disturbance. 

But I must needs commend this author for the open and frank 
declaration of his principles in respect to religion. Some have 
pretended friendship to the gospel, that they might the more 
successfully undermine the foundations of it ; but this author < 
acts with more bravery and more honesty. He says fairly, 
*' in my opinion great judgment and great faith are such con- 
tradictions that they never unite so as to meet in one person." 
I daresay he did not make this declaration on any suspicion he 
had of his own judgment. Again, with respect to miracles, 
he tell us, ^* every real miracle is an absurdity to common 
sense and understanding, and contrary to the attributes of 
God." 

After these express declarations, one would wonder how this 
author could propose himself to the world as a proper person 
to make a fair examination of the evidence of the resurrection, 
which is both the greatest miracle and the greatest article of 
the Christian faith. But he had his view in so doing, and has 
been so good as to acquaint us what he proposed by his answer 
to the Trial of the Witnesses ; and he shall tell it himself. 
«* My design is to promote that veneration for wisdom and 
virtue which has been debased and degraded by faith ; by a 
faith which has not sent peace on earth, but a sword. Where 
this foolish faith bears sway, the tree of knowlege produces 
damning fruit; but under the benign influence of George our 
King in this glorious day of light and liberty, this divine hag 
and her pious witchcrafts, which were brought forth in dark- 
ness and nourished by obscurity, faint at the approach of day, 
and vanish on sight." 

The faith which the gospel proposes in Christ Jesus, the ever 
blessed Son of God, and the only name under heaven by which 
\ve may be saved, is here with an astonishing degree of im- 
piety called a divine hag with pious witchcrafts. Unhappy 
man ! what could he mean by this ? I pity him from my heart. 
But what could he mean by abusing the king, unless he had a 
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mind to show that he is jast as good a subject as he is a 
Christian ? 

llBvery serious man will read these passages with abhorrence ; 
and they are a warning to every reader to be on his guard 
agaiust the representations made of the doctrines of the gospel 
and the evidences of Christianity by so determined and so in- 
veterate an enemy to both. 

But let us examine this author in another respect. So little 
qualified was he to write an answer to the Trial of the Wit- 
nesses, that he did not understand it when he published his 
answer, but mistook sometimes the objection for the answer to 
the objection, and sometimes vice versa; and ascribed to the 
author of the Trial the very opinion he was confuting. A few 
instances will explain my meaning. 

The Considerer charges the author of the Trial with founding 
faith on education, and writing in favor of that opinion. To 
support this charge he quotes from the Trial the very words 
that disclaim that opinion. The words are : '^ What prevailed 
with those who first received it ? (that is, the belief of the resur- 
rection :) they certainly did not follow the examples of their 
fathers. Here then is the point ; how did this fact gain credit 
in the world at first ? Credit it has gained without doubt." It 
is marvellous how the Considerer could read, could transcribe 
these words into his book, and not feel that the meaning and 
intent of them was to lay the force of custom and education 
quite out of the case, and to bring the question to rest on the 
original evidence of the resqrrection at the first, before custom 
or education could possibly have any influence. It is hard to 
account for his mistake, but mistake he does, and goes on for 
a page or two together with great triumph, reasoning against 
this phantom of his own raising. •* Then," says he, *• every 
story that has gained credit in the world, as this has done, is 
also true ;** and concludes with this wise saying, " believing 
truth for company's sake is no more meritorious than believing 
error." But he has been so far ashamed of this blunder as to 
drop the whole passage and his own reasoning on it in his new 
edition. 

The Considerer says, '* it is argued the Apostles were sincere, 
therefore what they reported was true." He does not indeed 
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directly charge the author of the Trial with arguing thus ; but 
whomsoever he means to charge, he shows plainly that he never 
understood the use or force of the argument drawn from the 
topic of sincerity ; which is never applied to prove that the 
sincere reporter delivers nothing but truth, for he may be and 
often is imposed on himself; but is used merely to show that 
he is not a deceiver himself, and acting with a design to im- 
pose on others. The Considerer has with great success en- 
countered the mistake, which he imputes to somebody or other; 
but the only thing he has made clear is, that he did not know 
what he was writing about. But some kind friend pointed out 
this mistake, and it disappears on the new edition. 

The next instance of this kind with which I shall trouble the 
reader, will hardly pass for p, mistake only. Whatever it is, 
it has received the approbation of the Considerer's second 
thoughts, and found a place in his new edition. 

The author of the Trial, or the person designed by B in the 
Trial, repeats .an objection, which A, the pleader against the 
resurrection, had insisted on. ** There is," says B, or the 
author of the Trial, "but one observation more, which' the 
gentleman (that is. A, the objector to the resurrection) made 
under this head. Jesus, he says, referred to the authority of 
ancient prophecies to prove that the Messias was to die and 
rise again. The ancient books referred to are extant, and no 
such prophecies, he says, are to be found. Now whether the 
gentleman (that is, the objector) can find those prophecies or 
no, is not material to the present question." 

Is it not manifest to sight that those words, " the ancient 
books referred to are extant, and no such prophecies to be 
found," express tlfe sense and opinion of the objector to the 
resurrection ? But the Considerer charges it to the author of 
the Trial as his own sentiment, which he could not have done 
had he quoted the passage fairly. For this reason he has 
altered it, and left out all the words which expressly refer the 
opinion to the objector. His quotation stands thus : " The 
author of the Trial (or Mr. B.) says that though Jesus referred 
to the authority of the ancient prophecies to prove that the 
Messias was to die and rise again, and that though the ancient 
books referred to are extant, and no such prophecies to be 
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found, whether the prophecies can be found or no, it is not 
material to the present question." 

I shall leave the Considerer's fair dealing to be tried on a 
contparison with the passage as it stands in the Trial, and as it 
is transcribed into his answer ; and let him account to his 
readers as he can for having so grossly imposed on them. 

The only thing here properly to be charged on the author of 
the Trial is expressed in those words, '' whether the gentleman 
(that is, the objector) can find those prophecies or no, is not 
material to the present question." I think this is said very 
justly ; for surely believers are not to wait for the evidence of 
prophecy until infidels can or will see it ; and therefore 
whether the gentleman (the objector) could find the prophecies 
or no, was not material ; and farther, whether he could or not 
find the prophecies, it was not material to the present question. 
The present question related to the truth of the resurrection, 
considered merely as a matter of fact ; and as facts must be 
proved, not by prophecy, but by historical evidence, it was 
impertinent to talk of prophecy, when the inquiry concerned a 
mere fact only. 

But the Considerer, for want of discernment or something 
else, says, ''it is granted the gospel historians suggest there 
are prophecies which are not to be found in the books they 
refer to ; but this is said not to be material." He leaves out 
the words, ** to the present question," and goes qn ; " Strange ! 
is it not material whether what the Evangelists say be true or 
false ? whether this is. a true or false insinuation to countenance 
the, history? whether through ignorance they imagined there 
were prophecies which there were not, and so were deluded ? 
and whether through design they suggested there were, and so 
deceived others?" All this is very well ; but before the Con- 
siderer can be intitled to the full merit of it, he must show 
what he is doing, and whom he means to confute. He appears 
to me to be hunting down nothing but a very great blunder of 
his own. 

The objector to the truth of the resurrection says, ** in other 
cases the evidence supports the credit of the history ; but here 
the evidence itself is presumed only on the credit which the his- 
tory has gained." The Considerer quotes the words, and intro- 
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duces them in this manner, ** it is true that in other cases, &c." 
and refers the reader to the Trial ; as if the words produced ex-^ 
pressed the sense of the author of the Trial himself. The Con- 
siderer was made sensible of this mistake, and though the pas- 
sage still stand3, and very improperly , in his new edition, yet he 
has taken some care to cover the blunder by dropping the re- 
ference to the Trial. 

But let us see in other instances how fairly the Coosiderer 
deals. 

The author of the Trial, to show that the Jews in guarding 
the sepulchre betrayed a secret conviction of the truth of the 
miracles performed by Christ in his lifetime, says. 



** For had they been per- 
suaded that he wrought no 
wonders in his life, I think 
they would not have been 
afraid of seeing any done by 
him after his death." 

Again, the author of the 
Trial, to show the inconsis- 
tency of Woolston's scheme, 
says, 

'' Surely this is a. most sin^ 
gular case; when the people 
thought him a prophet, the 
chief priests sought to' kill him, 
and thought his death would 
put an end to his pretensions ; 
when they and the people had 
discovered him to be a cheat, 
then they thought him not 
safe, even when he was dead, 
but were afraid he should 
prove a true prophet, and, ac- 
cording to his own prediction, 
rise again." 



The Considerer quotes these 
words thus : 

*' They being persuaded he 
performed no miracles in hia 
life, were not afraid of see- 
ing any done by him after his. 
death." 



" Therefore ' that they 
should kill him, that his death 
might put an end to all pre- 
tensions; yet think him not 
safe^ when he was dead is,' I 
must own, < a needless and 
preposterous fear, and a most 
singular case,' as the gentle- 
man (meaning the author of 
the Trial) rightly expresses it." 



By this artful abuse of the language of the Trial, he makes 
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the reader imagine that he has convicted the author out of his 
own mouth. 

Once more ; amongst other things amazingly acted, as he ex- 
presses himself, the Considerer reckons this for one, that St^ 
Matthew should be admitted as an evidence in a court to prove 
a fact when he was absent ; and for this amazing thing he re-' 
fers the reader to the Trial. 

I thought it impossible that the author of the Trial should 
give any handle for so impertinent an objection to the credit of 
St. Matthew. St. Matthew is an historian ; and who ever ob- 
jected to an historian^ that he was not present at all the trans- 
actions he reports ? However I turned to the Trial, but not 
one word is there about the credit of St. Matthew ; nor is it 
easy to discern what the Considerer refers to without supposing 
him guilty of a great blunder, and not to know the difference 
between an historian and one produced as an eye-witness. 

The author of the Trial objects to the credibility of the story- 
made by the guards of the sepulchre, because their own relation- 
shows they were asleep when the things they related happened. 
And to this purpose he says, *' I would ask the gentleman 
whether he has any authorities in point, to show that ever any 
man was admitted as an evidence in any court to prove a fact 
which happened when he was asleep ?" This, I suppose, must 
be the passagie on the strength of which the author of the Trial 
is made a party to the objection against the credit of St. M&U 
thew ; and it shows how well qualified the Considers is to de- 
termine on the credit of the gospel historians, when he does 
not apprehend the plainest thing relating to evidence, what is 
necessary to give credit to an eye-witness, and what to an his- 
torian. 

After these instances there is little reason to expect from 
this hand a judicious or a fair answer to the Trial. 

The Considerer seems to me to have set out at first with a 
design only to write against the credit of the resurrection, as 
reported by the evangelists ; and that it was an after-thoughti 
and meant to give himself some air of importance, to workup 
his book into an Answer to the Trial. It is plainly a piece of 
patchwork 9 and has but little in it to intitle it to be called an 
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** Answer to the Trial." Has he weighed the arguments on 
both sides of the question as stated in the Trial, and showed 
where the author of the Trial either dissembled the force of the 
objection, or failed in the answer to it ? Nothing like it. He 
does not so much as pretend it. He has found an easier me- 
thod of making an appearance of an Answer to the Trial : some 
passages taken independently of the argument of which they 
are a part, he has singled out to furnish matter of controversy ; 
but as these were too few in number to make a decent appear- 
ance of quotations from a book which he professed to answer', 
he has taken the liberty to use the language of the Trial to hi^ 
own purpose, and has distinguished it by italics, and referred 
the reader to the Trial, even where the words by the additions 
and alterations made by the Considerer are turned to a sense 
directly contrary to that in which the author of the Trial used 
them. And by this little art the Considerer appears to an 
unwary reader to be quoting and confuting the Trial of the Wit- 
nesses. 

, As much as the Considerer has perverted, altered, and misap- 
plied the passages he has taken from the Trial, it is nothing in 
comparison with his abuse of the writers of the New Testament, 
whom he treats as impostors and cheats, and void even of cun- 
ning to tell their own story plausibly. 

St. Matthew is charged with forging a prophecy ; and Mat- 
thew, Mark, and Luke, with fraudulent designs ; and again, 
*' there is reason," he says, '' to suspect all the predictions of 
it (that is, the resurrection) inserted in Matthew, Mark, and 
Luke, to be forgery." 

St. Matthew has given an account of guarding and sealing 
the sepulchre; the other evangelists say nothing of it On 
this the Considerer says they tell different stories. How so ? 
does a man who says nothing of the story tell a different story, 
or contradict the story ? Yes, this is the Considerer's logic: 
and he says expressly in a like case, *' St. John says not a 
word of it, but denies it alK" On this kind of reasoning, if 
it is reasoning, the Considerer charges all the four evangelists 
with forgery, and supposes that St. Matthew's story being de- 
tected, Mark and Luke tell another ; theirs being also confuted, 
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John comes; and tells a story different from all the rest ; and 
this vehement charge is founded in this only, that Mark, Luke, 
and John say nothing about it. 

At this rate how easily may all historical facts be confuted. 
It is but saying the histories are forged ; and it requires no great 
head, provided there be a good face, to say it of any history in 
the world. But there will be an opportunity of examining 
this fact of guarding the sepulchre, and the Considerer's reason- 
ing on it, in what is to follow. 

fiut the Considerer, not content to charge the evangelists 
with forgery, has, to impose on those who will rely on his 
word, forged things for them. John the Baptist says to the 
Jews, ' think not to say within yourselves we have Abraham 
to our father ; for I say unto you that God is able of these 
stones to raise up children to Abraham :' Matt. iii. 9. Let i|^ 
see now how the Considerer reports this passage. His words 
are : " some believe that absurdities and contradictions are 
possible to the power of God ; he can raise children from the 
loins of Abraham out of the stones of the street.'^ He plainly 
saw that the passage as it stood in St. Matthew afforded no 
color for his abuse, and therefore he adds, ' from the loins of 
Abraham.' I desire the reader to consider whose forgery 
this is. 

At p. 67. of the first edition, and p. 54. of the third, there 
occurs one of the most extraordinary passages that is any 
where to be found, and shows with what conscience the 
Considerer applies Scripture to his purpose. He is treating of 
the ascension, and endeavors to prove that the accounts given 
of it by the evangelists do not agree. With respect to St. 
John he says, V John leaves us at all uncertainties, and says 
Jesus went, like a wandering Jew, without bidding them good- 
bye, the Lord knows where !" To support this remark he refers 
to John xxi. 19. 20. &c. The c&se there is briefly this : our 
Lord after his resurrection foretels to Peter, ' by what death 
he shall glorify God.' St. Peter inquires what was to become 
of St. John? Our Lord says, 'if I will that he tarry till I 
come, what is that to thee ? Follow thou me ;' that is, what is 
it to you what becomes of him ? Do you follow the example 
1 have set you, and glorify God by your death. One may some- 
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times see what handle people take to misrepresent Scripture ; 
but in this instance it is difficult to discern what could lead to 
this wild conceit. Could it be the word follow ? ^ Follow 
me ;' did the Considerer suppose him to mean wandering and 
rambling over the world ? It can be nothing else. But does 
he suppose that no disciple can follow his master but by taking 
a journey with him ? I apprehend the Considerer to be a 
follower of Woolston and the Moral Philosopher^ but I never 
inquired how far he travelled with them. 

These instances, which I have selected from many of the 
same kind, will show how considerable and how fair an adver" 
sary this gentleman is. I have brought them in one view, 
that they might not stand in the way^ and divert us from 
attending to his reasoning against the truth of the resurrections 



SECTION II. 

Before I come to the points which mbre immediately affect 
the evidence of the resurrection, I shall take notice of one 
remark which the Considerer has dropped at the close of his 
introduction, and which relates to the credit of revelation itf 
general. 

It had been observed in the Trial, " that revelation is by 
the common consent of mankind the very best foundation of 
religion, and therefore every impostor pretends to it." In 
answer to which the Considerer says, ** I conceive that which 
is the foundation of any, much less of every false religion, 
cannot be the foundation of the true." What poor sophistry 
is this ! Cannot this great Considerer see the differaice 
between a real and a pretended foundation ? Let him try it in 
his own favorite virtue, sincerity. Sincerity is by common 
consent the very best foundation of a good character, and 
therefore all knaves pretend to it. Will the Considerer in this 
case say, that which is the foundation of every bad character 
cannot be the foundation of a good one ? It is to no purpose 
to controvert such points; and I think this passage from the 
Trial was produced only to give the Considerer an opportunity 
of entering into his darling common-place of abusing revelation^ 
and drawing together what has been retailed a hundred times 
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ever by all the little traders in infidelity, and ha9 been as often 
answered to the satisfaction of all sober inquirers. 

The first point that more directly affects the credit of the 
resurrection is the nature and quality of the evidence. The 
Considerer begins with complaining grievously that all the 
evidence is on the side of the resurrection, and that he can find 
none against it ; and this he thinks is a very hard case on him. 
" If the resurrection," says he, "be a fraud or the evidence 
forged, what books have we to prove it so ?" This is indeed 
a hard case. But if he should take it into his head to prove 
that Caesar was not killed in the senate-house, he might begin 
with the same complaint ; for all the evidence would be on one 
side, and all against him. 

But he imagines there was anciently a great stock of 
evidence against the truth of the resurrection, b«t that it has 
been unhappily lost or destroyed. " It is certain/' he says, 
" books have been written by Porphyry, Celsus^ and others, 
which contained what the Christians thought were best 
answered by stifling and burning. It is well known from 
some fragments of them in Origen, that they contradicted what 
is related in the evangelists.*' Who furnishes the Considerer 
with his learning I know not; but whoever he is, he has 
cheated him abominably. Fragments of Porphyry and Celsus 
in Origen ! why Origen was dead before Porphyry set pen to 
paper. When Origen answered Celsus, Porphyry could not 
be above sixteen years of age, and not above twenty or twenty- 
one when Origen died. I imagine by the order in which lie 
places them, that he took Porphyry to be older than Celsus, 
and that Origen having written against Celsus, could not but 
take notice of Porphyry too. But there was indeed about a 
hundred years between Celsus and Porphyry. 

"Porphyry and Celsus," he says, "contradicted what is 
related in the evangelists ;" and so does the Considerer too ; 
but what then ? Is the credit of any history the worse, because 
it is wantonly contradicted, without evidence or authority of 
any sort to support the contradiction? The Considerer, I 
suspect, means to introduce Celsus and Porphyry as witnesses 
against the history of the gospel. If he does, he is mistaken* 
They were just such witnesses against the gospel 03 he is ; and 
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for want of eyidence to contradict the evangelists, they wekre 
forced to rely on the disagreements, which they supposed 
were to be found in the several accounts given by the evan- 
gelists. 

. Had there ever been good evidence against the gospel his- 
tory, it could not have been lost in Celsus's time ; for Celsus 
lived at no great distance from the Apostolic age ; at a time 
when all religions were tolerated but the Christian ; when no 
evidence was stifled, no books destroyed but those of Christians. 
And yet Celsus labored under the same want of evidence as 
Woolston and his auxiliaries, and had the gospel only to search 
(as Origen more than once observes) for evidence against the 
gospel. A strong proof that there never had been books of any 
credit in the world, that questioned the gospel facts, when so 
spiteful and so artful an adversary as Celsus made no use of 
them. 

Celsus admits the truth of Christ's miracles. The difference 
between him and Origen lies in the manner of accounting for 
them ; the one ascribing them to the power of God, the other 
to the power of magic. So that if the Considerer will stand to 
the evidence of his own witness, the question will not be, 
whether the miracles are true in fact, (for that is granted on 
both sides,) but whether the truth of the miracles infers the 
divine authority of the performer ? Now can it be supposed 
that Celsus. would have admitted the miracles of Christ as real 
facts, had he not been compelled to it by the universal consent 
of all men in the age he lived ? 

But why does the Considerer complain for want of the 
assistance of Celsus, and lead his readers to imagine that the 
books of Celsus were destroyed because they could not be 
answered ? Does he not know that there is hardly a plausible 
argument, produced by Woolston or himself, that is not bor- 
rowed from Celsus ? The truth is, that the objections of Celsus 
are preserved, and preserved in his own language. Origen's 
'answer is not a general reply to Celsus, but a minute examina- 
tion of all his objections, even of those which appeared to 
Origen most frivolous ; for his friend Ambrosius, to whom he 
dedicates the work, desires him to omit nothing. In order to 
this examination, Origen states the objections of Celsus in his 
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own words ; and that nothing might escape him, he takes them 
in the order in which Celsus had placed them. Celsus then, 
as it happens, is safe ; and the Considerer needs not lament 
over him any more. 

Tlie case of Porphyry is different ; there is little remaining 
of him, but some dispersed fragments to be found in Eusebius 
and Jerome. However this is certain from the account re- 
maining of him, that he had no evidence against the gospel 
history but what the gospel itself furnished ; in which he 
thought he saw, or pretended to see, contradiction. How 
indeed should he have any other evidence, when Celsus had 
no other, who lived so much nearer the Apostolic age than he 
did ? 

If the Considerer is laying in a stock of evidence on the 
antichristian side, he may put down in his list the Emperor 
Julian and the Talmudic books of the Jews, together with 
some others, whose evidence, such as it is, is still in being. 
Here then are witnesses against the Apostles, the most deter- 
mined enemies that Christianity ever had ; and yet the Con- 
siderer will find no reason to thank them for their evidence. 
They agree with Celsus in admitting the miracles, and so 
in truth serve only to support that cause which they meant to 
destroy. 

The case then standing thus, the Considerer must be content 
to follow the steps of his great leaders, and search the gospel 
for objections against the gospel. This is another hardship, 
and the subject of another complaint : '* if the resurrection be 
a fraud or the evidence forged, what books have we to prove it 
so ? Can it be expected that an equitable issue should be 
obtained from what may be fairly reasoned out of their own 
report V If the Considerer had no better hopes, why did he 
trouble himself and the world ? Did he propose, because 
nothing could be fairly reasoned out of the gospel, to reason 
something out of it unfairly ? He has indeed done so, but did 
not, I suppose, mean to give warning of it. 

But this is not the whole of his complaint. " Can that,'' 
says he, *' be esteemed a fair trial, where the evidences are 
only on one side the question," &c. Why not ? Was full and 
clear evidence ever rejected, because there was no evidence to 
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he produced against it ? The case must always be so where the 
truth is notorious. The main facts relating to our Sariour 
were as public and as well known in Judea and the neigh- 
boring countries, when the gospels were published, as th^ 
coronation of Henry YIII. was known in his time in England; 
and if the Considerer has a mind to call that fact in question, 
he will find the witnesses all on one side. 

He goes on. ** To find the truth of a case by the testimony 
of partial evidence combined against it, must be owned to be a 
difficult task.^' 

In the first place, how does he know the witnesses are par- 
tial ? It is not a thing to be taken for granted ; and proof he 
brings none. I imagine he supposes every witness to be par- 
<tial to the side for which he gives evidence ; and if so, then 
every faithful witness to truth is a partial evidence ; and the 
more sincerely concerned for the truth, the more partial still. 

Secondly, Why does he call the evangelists combined wit^ 
nesses ? Is it not the purpose and drift of his whole book to 
show them contradicting one another in almost every instance ? 
How then were they combined together ? Was it part of their 
agreement to contradict one another ? Why did he not tell us 
what was their view in combining together ? We know that 
they were oppressed by Jews and heathens, that they attested 
the truth of the facts they delivered at the peril of their lives 
daily, and at last died miserably and violently in confirmation 
of the truth. You see what their combination tended to ! 

Another question the Considerer has chosen to debate, is 
about the nature of Christ's kingdom. It very little concerns 
the resurrection, but we must take it in our way. Many pas- 
sages are produced from the Trial, all speaking to this effect ; 
^ that Jesus did not pretend to a temporal kingdom ; and 
that he expounded the ancient prophecies relating to the Mes- 
sias in a different manner than his countrjrmen did, who ex- 
pected a temporal prince for their Messias.^' Among these 
quotations some are taken out of the mouth of the pleader 
against the resurrection, and ascribed to the author of the Trial; 
but this happens so frequently, that it would be endless to take 
notice of it as often as it occurs. But let us see to what pur- 
pose these passages are produced* 
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It was a part of Woolston's scheme to charge Christ with a 
secret design of getting temporal power, notwithstanding he 
openly disavowed all such pretensions. In answer to this the 
author of the Trial showed, from the uniform character and 
conduct of Jesus, that Woolston's notion was void of all color 
of support. Does the Considerer now enter into the argument 
as it stands in the trial ? No. But he takes the passages inde- 
pendently of the argument, of which they are a part; and 
thinks that taken by themselves they are not true. Be it so ; 
what then does it signify to the fact of the resurrection, which 
he was to disprove ? Why all this parade of many quotations 
from the Trial, since they do not relate to the point in dispute ? 
Some good friend, I suspect, had asked the Considerer these 
questions, which he could not answer ; and though he was un- 
willing to part with so many quotations at once, yet to prevent 
the same questions being asked him again, he has in his new 
edition confessed that ** be this (that is, the ancient prophecies 
of the kingdom) ray^stically or conditionally true, it concerns 
not the resurrection. Yet let not truth be denied." 

Well then, the credit of the resurrection is so far safe. But 
he thinks it not true that Christ declined temporal power ; and 
truth must not be denied. He goes on to produce prophecies, 
that God would give him the throne of his father David, and 
says that he was called king of Israel, king of the Jews, and 
rebuked not those who gave him the title. And why should 
he rebuke them, since he claimed that title, and never denied 
that he was king of the Jews ? But the Considerer seems not to 
know that there never was a question between Jews and Chris- 
tians, whether Jesus was or pretended to be a temporal prince. 
Both sides agree that he neither was nor pretended to be. But 
the question was and is, whether, according to ancient prophecy, 
the Messias was to be a temporal prince. Had not the pro- 
phets declared him to be a great prince, there would have been 
no dispute whether he was to be a temporal or a spiritual 
prince. Quoting therefore these prophecies will not determine 
the question ; for the doubt is not, whether there are such pro- 
phecies or no, but what is the meaning of them. 

The Considerer says that ** Jesus was commonly called king 
^f the Jews, only he bad not the kingdom ; therefore when he 
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was about to suffer for it, he found it was not of this world. 
This confession he prudently made at a proper time, though it 
had not the effect to save his life.'' After what has already 
appeared of this author's spirit, it is in vain to complain of the 
impiety of this charge of fraud and deceit on our blessed Sa- 
viour. There is one to whom he must answer for it. In the 
mean time, how will he answer to reasonable inquirers the dis- 
ingenuity of concealing that Jesus, so far from denying him- 
self to be the king of the Jews, confessed it before Pilate?* 
And as to the nature of this kingdom he declared it ' not to be 
of this world. 't With what conscience now does the Consi- 
derer ask, ** how it appears by any thing recorded that Jesus 
explained away the kingly office of the Messias?" Explain 
it away ! No. He insisted on it to the last. But if he means 
to ask whether Jesus ever explained away the temporal king- 
dom, it is manifest from every part and every circumstance of 
his life that he never claimed it. If he means to ask whether 
Jesus ever explained the nature of the kingdom of the Mes- 
sias, what more is wanting than his confession to Pilate, that 
he was king of the Jews, and that his ' kingdom was not of this 
world ?' Was it not sufficiently declaring that the ancient pro- 
phecies, which foretold the kingdom of the Messias, did not 
mean a temporal kingdom ? 

But if Christ did not pretend to temporal power, the Consi- 
derer says, ** why was the government alarmed, and Jesus 
looked on as a person dangerous to the state, who was the best 
friend among the Jews the Roman government had, to preserve 
the people from enthusiastic seditions ? If this be true, it was 
the worst policy in the world for the Romans to put him to 
death." The Considerer here has by chance deviated into 
more truth than he was aware of. Jesus was indeed the very- 
person proper to preserve the people from enthusiastic seditions, 
and so far a friend to the Roman government. But who told 
him the Roman government was alarmed ? Why he has it from 
the Trial ; but* according to custom has taken the Objector's 
words for the words of the author of the Trial. And the Con- 
siderer would not have argued on this supposition, had he at- 

* Matt. xxix. 11. Mark xv. 2. Luke xxiii. 3. John xviii. 37. 
t John xviii. 36. 
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tended in the least to the gospel history. Where does he read 
that the Roman government was alarmed, and thought Jesus a 
person dangerous to the state ? Where does he find that the 
Roman government persecuted him to death? The Jewish 
government indeed did ; but Pilate came unwillingly into their 
measures, and consented not to his death till overborn by 
clamor and sedition. 

What the Considerer had in view in this confused discourse 
about Christ's kingdom, I cannot guess. He seems to think 
Jesus understood the prophecies to relate to a temporal king- 
dom, and in consequence claimed it, and that he did not re- 
nounce a kingdom of this world, till driven to it by despair and 
necessity. But where did he learn this secret ? Not from the 
gospel history, nor yet from any enemies of the gospel, whether 
Jews or heathens ; who never have charged Jesus with setting 
up for temporal power. The Jews object to him the want of 
temporal power, which they imagine their Messias is to exercise 
in the fullest extent, but never accuse him for pretending to it. 
One would imagine it impossible for any one, who had read 
the four gospels or any one of them, to entertain this conceit. 

Look into the gospel ; every page will afford a proof that 
Jesus, though he claimed to be the king of the Jews fore- 
told in the ancient prophets, yet he disclaimed all temporal 
power and greatness. When one of the scribes offered to 
become his disciple, what encouragement did he find ? Possibly 
this scribe might conceive hopes of having a share in the 
temporal kingdom, which he and his countrymen expected. 
But our Lord undeceives him, and tells him, ' the foxes have 
holes, and the birds of the air have nests, but the Son of man 
hath not where to lay his head.'* 

When our Lord sent out his twelve disciples, he orders them 
expressly * to preach, saying, the kingdom of heaven is at 
hand.'t In order then to establish this kingdom, what power 
does he give them ? Were they to issue out proclamations noti- 
fying that the victorious prince was come, and calling on all his 
subjects to arm, and to attend him? Nothing less. He gives 
them * power against unclean spirits,' and ' to heal all dis- 

♦ Matt. viii. 20. t Ibid. x. 7. 
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eases.'* But as to their condition in this world, he tells them 
they should ' be brought before governors' f for his sake, and 
* be hated of all men ;'{ &nd advises them for their safety, 
' when persecuted in one city to flee to another. '§ Are these 
proofs of his claiming temporal power ? 

In like manner, and with like oommission, he sent out the 
seventy disciples. They return with great joy and relate to 
him their success : * Lord, even the devils are subject to us 
through thy name. And he said unto them, I beheld Satan as 
lightning, fall from heaven.'H You see it was the kingdom of 
Satan he came to destroy, and not the kingdom of Caesar. 

The Apostles were in the same mistake with the rest of their 
countrymen, and expected a temporal kingdom ; and the sons 
of Zebedee were early solicitors to be first ministers. Our 
Lord corrects their error, and tells them his kingdom was a 
very different thing from the kingdoms of the world. ' Ye 
know that they which are accounted to rule over the gentiles, 
exercise lordship over them — But so it shall not be among 
you ; but whosoever would be great among you, shall be your 
minister.'IF 

The Considerer thinks no regard is to be had to our Lord's 
confession before Pilate. Let us see then whether he had not 
made the same declaration to the rulers of the Jews before, 
and when he was in no immediate danger. 

The rulers of the Jews very well knew that Jesus claimed 
to be king of the Jews foretold by the ancient prophets ; and 
being possessed with an opinion that their wished-for king was 
to be a temporal prince, they were greatly scandalised at his 
pretensions to be king of the Jews, in whom they could discover 
no power or inclination to deliver them from the Roman yoke. 
They determine therefore to put him to the proof, and to force 
him either to declare against the Roman government, or to 
renounce his pretensions to the kingdom of Israel. The pha> 
risees and Herodians address him with profound respect, the 
better to cover their ensnaring question : ' Master, we know 
that thou art true, and teachest the way of God in truths nei* 

* Matth. X. 1. t lb. 18. t Ibid. 22. § Jb. 23. 

II Luke X. 17. 18. f Mark x. 42. 43. 
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ther carest thou for any man, for thou reg;ardest not the person 
of men. Tell us therefore what thinkest thou ? Is it lawful to 
give tribute to Caesar or not?'*' Had our Lord declared against 
the Roman power, they would have had matter of accusation 
against him. Had he declared for it, he would in their opinion 
have renounced his claim to be king of the Jews, and given 
them an opportunity of inflaming the people against him, who 
could not bear the thought that the king of the Jews should 
be subject to the king of the Romans. But he < perceived their 
wickedness and said, Show me the tribute money.* When they 
showed a penny, he asked, * Whose is this image and super- 
scription ? They say unto him, Cassar*s. Then saith he unto 
them, render therefore unto Caesar the things that are Caesar's, 
and unto God the things that are God*s.' Could a clearer 
answer be given to show that the kingdom to be set up by 
God and the kingdom of Caesar were consistent together, 
without interfering with each other, since the Jews might pay 
obedience to both, without offending either ? And if the king- 
dom to be set up by God according to ancient prophecies, was 
to submit to the kingdom of Caesar, it is manifest it could not 
be a temporal kingdom, nor the prince of that kingdom such a 
victorious prince as the scribes and pharisees expected. Is 
not then this answer to the pharisees and Herodians the very 
same thing with our Lord's confession before Pilate, that he 
was indeed king of the Jews, but his kingdom was not of this 
world. 

I will refer the reader but to one passage more on this head. 
In Matt. xxi. our Lord, in a parable, shows the rulers of the 
Jews that the kingdom they expected would, for their wicked 
and obstinate behavior, be taken from them ; a hard lesson for 
them to learn who expected to, conquer the world, when once 
their kingdom was come ! It is said expressly, ver. 45. that 
the chief priests and pharisees * perceived that he spake of 
them, and sought to lay hands on him.' 

The author of thp Trial had said that Jesus fell into disgrace 
with his countrymen, and suffered for opposing their notions of 
a victorious Messias. To which the Considerer says, <* I believe 

* Matth. xxfi. 16. 17. 
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it cannot be proved that Jesus suffered for this cause." Very 
concise ! but what conceit must he have of his own opinion, if 
he thinks it ought to pass without proof for a su£Scient answer 
to such evidence ? 

The next question started by the Considerer is, " whether 
Christ foretold his own death and resurrection ;" and he is wil- 
ling to think he did not, but for no other reason that I can find, 
but because the author of the Trial asserts that he did. The 
Considerer had observed before, ** that the conquest the Trial 
seems to have over Mr. Woolston, was occasioned by his grant- 
ing too much ;"and he is determined to avoid this fault, and to 
grant nothing. ** 1 am not sure," says he, <' that Jesus did 
foretel his own death and resurrection, only that the evan- 
gelists say he did ; nor that he referred to the authority of an- 
cient prophecies, to prove that the Messias was to die and rise 
again, only that I read so." What does all this amount to ? 
Has he not manifestly given up this point to the author of the 
Trial ? for what did that author undertake more than to show 
from the evangelists that Christ foretold his death and resur- 
rection 7 and the Considerer admits that the evangelists indeed 
tell him so. One would think now the dispute over. No : 
the Considerer will not take their word. Well then ; what 
proof has he to the contrary ? None ; he pretends to none ; 
but is determined not to believe them. I admire at his modesty 
in calling his book an Answer to the Trial only; he might with 
as good reason have called it an answer to all that ever was 
or ever will be published in defence of Christianity ; for all 
depends on the credit of the gospel history. 

But he says the evangelists report prophecies which were 
never delivered ; and this he proves from the concession of the 
author of the Trial. But this piece of management (hardly 
to be called by so* soft a name as a mistake) has been taken 
notice of before, to which I refer the reader. 

Let us then examine this question, whether Christ foretold 
his death and resurrection ? 

1. The Considerer maintains that the chief priests and rulers 
of the Jews never heard of any prediction of the death and re- 
surrection of Christ, and hence infers that they had no pretence 
for guarding the sepulchre^ and consequently that the account 
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giyen by St. Matthew of guarding and sealing the sepulchre is 
all forgery. 

2. He admits that Christ five times foretold his death and 
resurrection to his disciples, and that in so plain a manner that 
it was impossible for them not to understand him clearly. But 
it appearing in the history of the gospel that they did not under- 
stand him, he infers there were no such predictions, but that 
they are mere forgery. 

As he allows the five predictions to the disciples to be clear 
and express, there is nothing wanting under this head but to 
account for what is said in the gospel, that the disciples did not 
understand what was said to them, which will be considered in 
due time. 

As to the Jews, whether they had any reason to apprehend 
that Christ might probably prove a true prophet, and rise from 
the dead, must appear not only from the predictions said to be 
given them, but from what they could not avoid knowing, the 
many miracles done in his lifetime ; for it is the character of 
the person in this case that gives weight to the prediction. 
The author of the Trial put it on this foot. ** It must neces- 
sarily be that they had discovered something in the life and 
actions of Christ which raised this jealousy, and made them 
listen to a prophecy in this case, which in any other they 
would have despised. For had the Jews been persuaded that 
he performed no wonders in his life, they would not have been 
afraid of seeing any done by him after his.deathi" 

The Considerer, in answer to this reasoning, resorts in the 
first place to his usual charge, that the account given of the 
apprehension the Jews were under, and their concern to guard 
the sepulchre, is all forgery. But out of this forged account 
he has taken two words, which pass with him for authentic 
history. The Jews say unto Pilate, * Sir, we remember that 
deceiver said, while he was yet alive. After three days I will 
rise again.' Now the Considerer says the Jews never applied 
to Pilate; but the whole relation, every word of it is a cheat 
-- excepting only the words thai deceiver ; and from thence he 
argues thus : '< the chief priests and pharisees believed Jesus 
to be a deceiver, if we take their opinion from their own words, 
viz.; *we remember that deceiver said.'" From this lame. 
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crippled, and at best misrepresented piece of history, the Con- 
siderer draws a consequence which is to staud against the 
nnited authority of all the gospels, yiz. that the Jews were 
persuaded he performed no wonders in his life. 

What now is to be done ? must I transcribe great part of 
the gospels to confute so shameless an assertion ? I would hope 
that no Christian is so unacquainted with the history of Christ 
as to want any assistance in this case. But however, to giye 
satisfaction to all, who are willing to receive it, I will produce 
some few passages, in which the scribes, pbarisees, and chief 
priests themselves, were either eye-witnesses of the miracles, or 
appear fully acquainted with them. 

On our Lord's first appearance, and ' healing all manner of 
diseases among the people, his fame went through all Syria ; 
and there followed him great multitudes of people from Galilee, 
and from Decapolis, and from Jerusalem, and from Judsea, and 
from beyond Jordan.'* Is it possible when all the country was 
thus alarmed with the miracles, that the chief priests and rulers 
should be the only persons unacquainted with them ? Many 
of his miracles were performed in public places of resort, in 
presence of the scribes and pharisees, * and they took counsel 
against him, how they might destroy him.'f But so far were 
they from denying that miracles were wrought, that they 
endeavor to account for them ; * this fellow doth not cast out 
devils, but by Beelzebub the prince of the devils/ 1 In the 
very temple itself ' the blind and the lame came to him, and 
he healed them. '§ And it follows immediately, * when the 
chief priests and pharisees saw the wonderful things that he 
did, they were sore displeased.' When our Lord healed the 
blind man, who sat begging by the way, the pharisees had the 
blind man before them and his parents also, and examined 
them strictly as to his miraculous cure. || And after all their 
inquiry they were forced to admit the truth of the miracle^ 
however unwilling they were to admit the divine power of 
Jesus. The scribes were witnesses to the cure wrought on one 
sick of the palsy, in the presence of a great multitude.il When 

• Matth. iv. 23. &c. t Matth. xii. 10. &c. % lb. ver. 24. 

§ Matth. xxi. 14. || John ix. % Mark ii. 6. 
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Lazarus was raised from the dead, the chief priests and 
Pharisees debate in council^ what was to be done on it : 
* What do we, for this man doth many miracles ?'* 

It would be endless to produce all the passages of Scripture 
that speak to the same purpose. These already cited will 
enable the reader t^ apply the rest, which so frequently occur* 

The question now is, what effect these miracles had on the 
scribes and chief priests? That they were extremely alarmed 
appears plainly, and that they sought his life, as the only 
method to stop the influence he gained oyer the people, is 
notorious. But were they clear of all doubts themselves? 
Had they no misgivings of mind, that he might possibly be 
what he pretended to be ? Consider their behavior after they 
had secured his person, and carried him before Pilate : they 
accuse him of many things, and among the rest of sedition 
against the Roman government. Had they believed it them-^ 
selves, what need of farther examination? What occasion 
had they to inquire of a cheat and an impostor, whether 
he was the Christ of God or no ? And yet the chief priests 
made this inquiry with the utmost concern and solemnity : * I 
adjure thee by the living God, that thou tell us whether thou 
be the Christ the Son of God.'f Had the chief priest no sus- 
picion, no jealousy that he might be the Christ, when he made 
this solemn" adjuration to him ? Would he have used the same 
form to the same purpose to Barabbas or any other common 
malefactor ? The thing speaks itself, and shows the anxiety of 
mind under which the chief priest acted, and how far he was 
from being satisfied that Jesus was an impostor and a de- 
ceiver. 

When our blessed Lord hung on the cross, the chief priests 
and elders recovered spirit and said, — * he saved others, himself 
he cannot save.'t He saved others ! What ! do they mean that 
he never wrought any miracles, as the Considerer supposes ? 
Quite otherwise, they acknowlege hm miracles by which others 
were saved, referring (it is probable) to his raising the dead ; 
but they imagined now they had found the extent of his powers 
and that he could not save himself. It will perhaps be said, 

* John xi. 47. t Matth. xxvi. 63. | Ibid, xxvii. 42. 
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this was mockery. Be it so ; there was no mockery in saying, 
'he saved others;' the insult is expressed in the other part, 
'himself he cannot save.' They go on with their mockery; 
' if he be the king of Israel, let him now come down from the 
cross.' But why all this triumph in being delivered from the 
king of Israel ? had they never suspected jlmi he might pos- 
sibly prove so indeed^ what occasion for this sudden joy and 
exultation ? 

But this mirth did not last long. When Christ died, nature 
seemed to die with him ; ' there was darkness over all the 
earthy the sun was darkened and the veil of the temple was 
rent in the midst.'* The Roman centurion was so affected 
with it, that ' he glorified God, saying. This was a righteous 
man. And all the people that came together to that sight, be^ 
holding the things which were done, smote their breasts and 
returned.'! In what manner the chief priests and scribes be* 
haved on this occasion, we are not told. Probably they with- 
drew silently, unwilling to discover any fear or apprehension 
before the people. But could they be unaffected ? If ever 
they had heard of our Lord's prophecy, that he would rise 
again, could they help remembering it now ? They had 
seen him expire on the cross, but that was no ease to their 
minds in reflecting on the prophecy of his resurrection ; . for he 
had foretold his death and the manner of it, as well as his re- 
surrection. The first part they had seen accomplished, and had 
reason to fear the last would be so. 

Lay these things together : the chief priests had been wit- 
nesses of his power to work miracles in his lifetime ; they knew 
he claimed to be king of the Jews ; they knew he had owned 
to Pilate that he was king of the Jews ; and under a most 
solemn adjuration from the chief priest, even when he was his 
prisoner, he had confessed that he was the Christ the Son of 
God, and that they should see him again coming in glory. 
They had heard him even on the cross maintain his character, 
and promise paradise to the penitent thief; they saw the sun 
darkened, the veil of the temple rent ; the Roman guard at the 
cross, and all the spectators astonished. Surrounded with this 

♦ Luke xxiil. 44. 46. f Ver. 47. 48. 
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amazing scene, could they despise the predictions of his resur- 
rection ? Could they remember them without great apprehen- 
sions that they might prove true ? Whoever can suppose it, 
not only contradicts the express declaration of the gospel his- 
tory, but shows himself to be but little acquainted with the sen- 
timents of human nature. 

But here the Considerer stops us again. He says, ** he finds 
no account, where or when such public prophecy was delivered 
before the priests and pharisees in any of the four evange- 
lists." But what if such prophecies were delivered before 
others, and reported by persons of credit to the chief priests 
and pharisees, will not that be sufficient ? He thinks not ; but 
all the reason he has for thinking so is, because they say to. 
Pilate, ' We remember that deceiver said, while he was yet 
alive. After three days I will rise again.' ** Now," says he, 
** the words, we remember, signify that they heard him say so.'' 
It is very hard work to be obliged to defend against such 
a writer, not only common sense, but common language. Where 
does he learn that the word remember is never used but of 
things spoken directly to ourselves ? Cannot a man remember 
what he reads and what is reported to him ? The chief priests 
do not say, ' we remember he said to us,* but, * we remember 
he said, while he was yet alive ;' but to whom he said, or how 
it came to their knowlege, they do not say. 

The Considerer thinks the Jews could not possibly under- 
stand what our Saviour said of the sign of Jonas, to relate to 
his resurrection. I differ intirely with him ; and though I 
do not suppose our Saviour did in-tend it as a clear prophecy 
to be understood at the time it was spoken, yet the words 
used came so near to a description of a resurrection, that if 
once the Jews became at all apprehensive of a resurrection, 
they could not but apply our Saviour's words to it. But be 
this as it will ; let us examine whether the chief priests and 
scribes had not other ways of coming to the knowlege of what 
they affirm, that Jesus said in his lifetime, ' After three days 
I will rise again.' 

The Considerer admits that our Lord did five tim^s foretel 
to his disciples that he should die and rise again the third day; 
So plain and clear he takes these predictions to be, that he can- 
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not believe there is any truth in the gospel, when it tells us 
the disciples understood them not. But though they did not 
understand the meaning of the prophecy, for reasons to be given 
hereafter, yet they understood the language or the import of 
the words ; or else what did St. Peter (if he understood not the 
words) reprove his lord for when he foretold this event ? If they 
understood the literal sense of the words spoken to them, they 
might report them, and others understand the meaning, though 
they did not. And thus at least the chief priests might come to 
know that Jesus had foretold his resurrection. 

But the Considerer seems to suppose that these predictions 
were private, given to the Apostles only, and that they were in- 
joined secrecy ; and for the sake of his argument he is willing 
for once to suppose the Apostles to act honestly, and to keep 
the secret ; and consequently that the report of these prophe- 
cies could not reach the chief priests. But his reasoning is 
founded on two mistakes ; for, first, it does not appear that all 
the five predictions were made to the Apostles only : secondly, 
it is plain in the gospel history, secrecy was not injoined with 
respect to these predictions. 

A little attention to the history will clear up these facts. 

We read in St. Luke of Christ's disciples, before ever he had 
chosen Apostles^ and it is said expressly, Luke vi. 13. ' He 
called hisidiidples to him, and out of them he chose twelve, 
whom also he named Apostles.' And at v. 17. they are dis- 
tinguished from the company of disciples, who attend him. 
His twelve disciples or Apostles are sent out to preach, Luke ix. 
1. Seventy other disciples are sent with like commission, 
Luke X. 1. These last were disciples, though not Apostles. 
This being the case, there is no reason to conclude that when 
the gospel tells us that our Lord made any declaration to his 
disciples that such declaration was made to the Apostles only. 
And it is observable that when the evangelists intend to dis- 
tinguish the Apostles from other disciples, they call them either 
Apostles, or the twelve, and not simply disciples. Thus Luke 
ix. 1. * When he had called the twelve disciples, he gave 
them power,' &c. St. Matthew likewise denotes by the same 
character ' his twelve disciples:' x. 1. and in the following 
verse calls them Apostles. In the sixth of St. John the dis* 
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tinction is most evident ; at yerse 66. we read, ' From that time 
many of his disciples went back, and walked no more with 
him.' It follows ; * then said Jesus unto the twelve, Will ye 
also go away V The disciples then present at our Lord's dis- 
course were more, probably many more, than the Apostles. It 
is not therefore necessarily to be concluded that, when our 
Saviour foretold his resurrection to his disciples, none were pre- 
sent but the twelve Apostles. 

Let us now take the predictions as they are ranged by the 
Considerer. The first is made to the disciples ;* the second 
only to Peter, James and John ;t the third to his disciples ;| 
and the fourth and fifth were to the twelve Apostles only.§ 
And it is observable that all the evangelists who mention the 
second prediction, take care to inform us that it was given to 
Peter, James, and John only ; and all who report the fourth 
and fifth, say expressly it was given to the twelve only. How 
comes it then to pass that in reporting the first and third they 
leave it at large, and tell us that these predictions were made 
to the disciples? Is there not reason to suppose that they 
were made to more than to the twelve, who in the other in- 
stances are distinguished as the only persons present ? 

The Considerer observes on the third prediction, that St. 
Mark says, ' he passed through Galilee, and would not that 
any man should know it, for he taught his disciples. The Son 
of man is delivered,' &c. — < and shall rise the third day.'H Oo 
which the Considerer says, " observe — the reason why Jesus 
desired privacy was, because he told this to his disciples, and 
would have nobody else know it." That our Saviour told this 
to the disciples and not to the multitude, is admitted. But the 
question is who these disciples were, whether the twelve only, 
or others together with them ; and the Considerer's observation 
is of no moment towards determining this point. 

I do not pretend to affirm that the twelve may not be some- 

* Matth. xvi. 13. 21, &c. Mark viii. 27. 31. Luke ix. 18. 22. 
t Matth. xvii. 1. 9. Mark ix. 2. 9. 
t Matth. xvii. 19. 22. Mark ix. 29. 31. 

§ Matth. XX. 17. &c. Mark x. 32. &c. Luke xvii. 31. &c. 
Matth. xxvi. 20. 32. Mark xiv. 17. 28. 

II Mark ix. 30. &c. 
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times meant where disciples only are mentioned without any 
other distinction ; but for the reasons given the Considerer had 
no right to take it for granted that all the predictions were 
given to the twelve only, and to raise speculations outhis sup- 
position. 

Had the Considerer known what a due attention to the gos- 
pels would have taught him, the reason of our Lord's opening 
to his disciples and Apostles the sufferings he was to undergo, 
he would not have suspected any deceit in his conduct. When 
our Saviour gathered disciples at first, and out of them chose 
twelve Apostles, he sent them out to preach that the kingdom 
was at hand, and gave them great powers over unclean spirits 
and all diseases. After some time he inquires of them what 
the world thought of him ; they report to him the different, 
opinions the country had of him. He then asks, ' but whom 
say ye that I am V Peter in the name of the rest answers, 
' Thou art the Christ.' On which he began immediately (as 
the three evangelists expressly observe) to teach them what 
things the Son of man should suffer, and that he should rise the 
third day. Consider now what was the connexion between St. 
Peter's confession, and the prediction of the sufferings and resur- 
rection of Christ, which so closely followed it. The disciples 
had preached the approach, of the kingdom, had found, by the 
powers bestowed on them, what power their Master had ; and 
our Lord now perceived, on the confession of Peter, that they 
took him to be the Christ. He well understood what conse- 
quences this notion would produce ; he knew the opinion of the 
Jews in general, and of the disciples too, was, ' that Christ 
abideth for ever,'* and was to be subject to no power, but to 
exercise power and dominion without end, which they like- 
wise apprehended to be temporal power and dominion. Our 
Lord, who took all proper occasions to disclaim temporal 
power, found it necessary now to guard the conduct of his dis- 
ciples, who were very likely to give umbrage to the Jews, by 
the hopes they conceived themselves of seeing their Master a 
great temporal prince. To prevent these ill effects, he charges 
them, in the first place, to tell no man that he was the Christ ; 

* John xii. 34. 
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for such open declaration to the people, considering what notion 
they had of the Christ they expected, would have amounted 
to a claim of temporal power. In the next place, to moderate 
the expectations of his disciples, and to beat down the pride 
and vanity which would naturally arise from them, he tells 
them he was to suffer many things, and even death itself; but 
at the same time, to keep them from absolute despair, he gives 
them to understand that he should rise again. 

This doctrine he began to teach on the occasion mentioned, 
as the evangelists particularly remark, intimating that it was 
frequently repeated and inculcated. So little were the disciples 
prepared to receive it, that St. Peter rebuked his Master for 
talking about suffering ; ' be it far from thee, Lord ; this shall 
not be unto thee :'* which explains another passage in the fol- 
lowing chapter, very much abused by the Consiflerer, where 
our Saviour foretells again, ' the Son of man shall be betrayed 
into the hands of men. They shall kill him, and the third day 
he shall rise again ; and they were exceeding sorrowful. 'f He 
subjoins to this a passage from St. Mark, where our Saviour 
tells the disciples, ' the Son of man must be killed, and after 
he is killed, he shall rise the third day :' and they understood 
not that saying.:|: Hear now the Cousiderer : ''it is equally 
strange,*' says he, *' that they should be sorry for what they did 
not understand, as that they should not understand what they 
were sorry for." Was ever any thing so perverse ? Is it not 
plain they were sorry to hear how much he was to suffer ; and 
that the saying which they did not understand was his ' rising 
again from the dead V They could not conceive how Christ 
could die, nor what could be meant by his rising again. Is 
there any inconsistency in this ? None, but to such as are wil- 
fully blind. 

Our Saviour found it necessary on this occasion not only to 
acquaint his disciples with the sufferings he was to submit to, 
but the people also, in order to prevent their having wrong no- 
tions of him and his kingdom, should they hear or suspect him 
to be the Christ; and therefore he adds immediately — 'he 
called the people unto him, with his disciples, and said, Who- 

* Matth. JLsU 23. t Matth. xvii. 22. 23. t Mark ix. 
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soever will come after me, let him deny himself, and take up 
his cross, and follow me.'* So far was our Lord from making a 
secret of his sufferings, or giving the people any hopes of a tem- 
poral deliverance ! 

But the Considerer supposes that the Apostles were injoined 
secrecy, and forhid to publish these predictions ; on the Strength 
of which suppositions he argues that the chief priests could 
know nothing of these predictions. The Apostles are indeed 
injoined secrecy , not with respect to the death and resurrection 
of Jesus, but with respect expressly to this point only, that he 
was the Christ. St. Matthew has so determined this, that there 
can be no doubt; * then charged he his disciples that they should 
tell no man that he was Jesus the Christ.'f After the transfi- 
guration, that the disciples who had seen his surprising glory 
should not from thence raise false notions of his power, he 
thought proper to injoin them secrecy till after the resurrection : 
but secrecy in what? Not that he was to suffer and to rise again, 
but secrecy with respect to the glorious vision they had seen, 
and the voice from the cloud, which proclaimed him * Christ 
the Son of God.' 

Lay now these things together, and consider whether it was 
not probable that the chief priests had perfect intelligence even 
of liiese predictions. Our Saviour never made^a secret of them ; 
and as some of them were delivered to his disciples in general, 
and many of his disciples forsook him, (as we read in the sixth 
of St. John,) the chief priests, who were very inquisitive into 
the conduct of Jesus, might by report from the Apostles them- 
selves, or at least by report from those disciples who forsook 
him, have perfect knowlege of these prophecies. But let us go 
on to other prophecies. The Considerer says he has examined 
St. John, and finds that he says not a word of it, but denies it 
all. If he says not a word of it, I would fain know in what 
words he denies it all. But these beauties occur too frequently 
to be attended to. As to his examination of St. John, I am by 
no means willing to rely on it, and must beg leave to examine 
after him. But how comes he to be so surprised to find the 
prophecies of Christ's death and resurrection so plainly eon- 

* Mark ix. 34. f Matth. xvi. 20. 
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tained in other gospels, omitted in St. John ? Did he never 
hear that St. John, who outlived the other evangelists, was 
desired by the bishops of Asia to publish a gospel, to perfect 
and complete the relation of Christ's life and doctrine ? They 
had without question heard many things of him not recorded 
by the other evangelists, and thought it of great importance to 
the Christian church to have them transmitted to posterity with 
the authority of an Apostle. St. John therefore wrote his gos* 
pel, not with a design of repeating what the other evangelists 
had fully delivered, but chiefly to preserve the memory of what 
they had omitted. These prophecies therefore being (as the 
Considerer admits) so very clearly contained in the other gos- 
pels, was the very reason why St. John omitted them. Who- 
ever with tolerable care compares St. John with the other gos- 
pels, will find this to be frequently the case ; and it will ap- 
pear plainly to be so in the history of the women who went 
first to the sepulchre^ which there will be occasion soon to con- 
sider. 

But though St. John, for the reason already given, has omit- 
ted expressly to repeat the predictions mentioned by the other 
evangelists, yet I own it would be surprising to find no men- 
tion made by Christ in his lifetime, of the circumstances of his 
death and resurrection; considering how many discourses of 
our Lord to his disciples and others are reported in St. John's 
gospel. Let us inquire then. 

In the twelfth and following chapters, a great part of our 
Lord's discourses to his disciples plainly refers to the predic- 
tions he had given them of his death and resurrection. * The 
hour is come,' says our Lord, * when the Son of man should 
be glorified.'* Of what hour he speaks appears, ver. 27. * Now 
is my soul troubled, and what shall I say ? Father, save me 
from this hour ; but for this cause came I unto this hour.* And 
at chap. xiii. 1. ' And when Jesus knew that his hour was 
come, that he should depart out of this world,' &c. The ex- 
pression made use of by Jesus, ' the hour is come,' supposes 
the disciples had notice before, that such an hour was to be 
expected. If so, these passages have reference to the predic- 

* John xii. 23. 
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tions recorded in the other Gospels; if not, they are of theiii- 
iSelves predictions, at least of his death. That our Lord himself 
meant these as predictions is manifest in chap. xiii. 19. where 
having said that Judas should hetray him, he adds, ' now I 
tell you before it come, that when it is come to pass, ye may 
believe that I am he.' Having given them this notice of his 
death, he endeavors to support their spirits under the expec- 
tation of it. ' Let not your heart be troubled — I go to prepare 
a place for you •' — * I will not leave you comfortless, I will 
come to you.f* ' Ye now therefore have sorrow, but I will 
see .you again, and your heart shall rejoice, and your joy no 
man shall take from you.j' * A little while and ye shall not 
see me, and again a little while and ye shall see me.'§ These 
and many other like passages in St. John relate plainly to the 
death and resurrection of Christ; of which, if you take the 
Considerer's word, St. John has said nothing. So far were 
these predictions from being delivered as secrets to the Apostles, 
that St. John informs us he foretold his sufferings to many 
others. When Nicodemus came to him, he tells him, 'that 
as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must 
the Son of man be lifted up.'|| The same thing in the same 
language is said to the people. IF The Considerer will say here 
is another riddle ; what are we to understand by lifting up ? 
Can you have a better interpreter than St. John himself? He 
will tell you that our Lord used this expression, ' signifying 
what death he should die.'** And that the language was well 
understood at the time, appears by the answer the people made 
him ; ' we have heard out of the law, that Christ abideth for 
ever ; and how sayestthou, The Son of man must be lifted up?'tt 
In consequence of this prediction he tells the pharisees, * yet 
a little whil^ I am with you, and then I go unto him that sent 
me. Ye shall seek me and shall not find me, and where I 
am, thither ye cannot come.'tt Take now these sayings of St. 
John, and apply them to the sign of Jonas, and the exposition 
of it given by our Lord, that the Son of man should be * three 

• John. xiv. 1.2. t Ver. 18. t xvi. 22. § lb. 16. 

II lb. iii. 14. f lb. viii. 28. •* lb. xii. 33. 

tt lb. ver. 34. It lb. vii. 33. 34. 
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days and three nights in the heart of the earth/ and they will 
give light to each other, supposing the Jews to have had no 
clearer predictions of Christ's death and resurrection before 
them. But that they had clearer, has, I think, already ap- 
peared. 

But there is still one way more by which this intelligence 
might come to them. The last prophecy of his death and re- 
surrection was given at his last supper to the twelve Apostles : 
Judas was at the supper, and heard the prophecy, and went 
directly to the chief priests to concert measures for apprehend- 
ing Jesus. Can you imagine that they did not inquire where 
his Master was, and what he was doing ? Can you imagine 
that Judas would omit to entertain them with an account of the 
despair in which he left him» prophesying of his death, which 
he found unavoidable, and filling his disciples' heads with a 
silly notion of his rising again ? If it is natural to suppose this 
to have been the case, you see a plain way, by which the chief 
priests came to know that Jesus said in his lifetime, ' that he 
would rise after three days.' 

The Considerer having proved, as he supposes, that the 
chief priests knew nothing of any prophecy of a resurrection, 
makes use of it to charge St. Matthew with a forgery, in the 
story he relates of their guarding the sepulchre. '* Can any 
man of common sense think it probable that the priests and 
pharisees should be alarmed about the resurrection of Jesus, 
if they never heard any thing more of it than has been men- 
tioned ?*' Whether the chief priests were as unacquainted with 
the prophecies of the resurrection as he supposes, must be left 
to the reader on what has been already said. 

But the Considerer has other objections against the story 
told by St. Matthew of guarding the sepulchre, which must be 
attended to. '' It is strange that Jesus should so expressly 
foretel his resurrection to his disciples, and say nothing plainly 
of it to the scribes and pharisees, yet that they should be so 
alarmed with the words of a man they did not believe, as to 
watch for it, and the disciples not understand or expect it." 
In stating this case the Considerer takes it for granted that 
the scribes and pharisees had no notice of a resurrection but 
from the dark intimations to them that the sign of Jonas, &C4 
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should be given them. If I have given the reader satisfaction 
that the case was otherwise, and that the scribes and pharisees 
were apprised of much clearer and more express prophecies of 
the resurrection, there will be no occasion to give any farther 
account of their solicitude in guarding the sepulclire. But one 
question still remains ; how came the disciples not to under- 
stand these prophecies, and to have no expectation of a resur- 
rection ? The fact is admitted, and we are called on to give an 
account of their behavior. 

There is, I think, but one way of accounting for the actions 
of men ; which is by comparing them with their opinions and 
persuasions, and the circumstances they were in at the time of 
doing such actions; and considering what men under such 
circumstances and such persuasions would naturally do. And 
in this method a very reasonable account may be given, both 
of the conduct of the rulers of the Jews and of the disciples. 

Consider now ; it was the general and firm persuasion of ail 
the Jews, of the rulers and disciples equally, that the Christ, 
whenever he came, ' was to abide for ever ;' to be a prince of 
power, to subdue his and his country's enemies with unin- 
terrupted success. This proposition therefore, ' that the Christ 
should die,' according to the Jewish notion, contained an 
absolute absurdity. Now the disciples were strong in this 
opinion, that Jesus was the Christ; they were confirmed in 
it by every fresh instance of power and authority which they 
saw him exert. Our Lord was sensible how this opinion 
would operate, and therefore, from the time that he found they 
believed him to be the Christ, he began to preach to them 
what he was to suffer, and that he was to die and rise again. 
How they received these declarations appears from St. Peter's 
rebuking our Lord for making them, and from many other 
instances which need not be particularly referred to. Add to 
this, that all their hopes, all their expectations depended on 
their Master's being a powerful prince. So that to think of his 
dying was contrary to all they believed of Christ, and contrary 
to all they hoped for themselves. To overcome all their pre- 
judices and all their passions at once was more than they were 
able to do. The prophecies spoke so plainly of the sufferings 
of Christy that they were surprised and afflicted to hear them ; 
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but how to understand them they knew not, because taken 
literally they appeared inconsistent with the faith they had 
professed, < that Jesus was the .Christ.' As little did they 
apprehend what ' rising again' meant ; and how should they 
understand it ? Since they could not conceive how he could 
die, they could have no notion how or in what manner he 
could rise. Possibly they thought there was something 
mysterious in it. It was usual with their Master to discourse 
them, as well as the multitude, in parables, and to use com- 
mon expressions in a sense that was hidden and mysterious. 
They had been long accustomed to this sort of language, and 
had frequently been puzzled with it. When he bade them 
to * beware of the leaven of the pharisees,'* they had little 
doubt about the meaning of so common a phrase, but the 
matter they quite mistook. And when he was in the temple, 
disputing with the Jewish doctors, he said he was * about his 
Father's business ;t the literal sense of the words was obvious 
enough, but the meaning was not understood. He told his 
disciples at another time, that ' he had meat to eat, which they 
knew not of ;'t not meaning, as they were ready to understand 
it, common food, but something of quite another nature. 

Thus when our Lord talked to his disciples of suffering and 
dying, though such language at the first must needs alarm and 
afflict them, yet it was according to their notions impossible to 
be true in the literal sense. What then was more natural than 
to conclude that their Master had some hidden meaning? 
We have a plain instance of this in a like case. The Jews 
looked on a man as defiled, that had eaten with unwashed 
hands ; but our Saviour tells the scribes and pharisees, ' not 
that which goeth into the mouth defileth a man, but that which 
Cometh out.'§ What words could be plainer? But the thing 
being so opposite to Jewish maxims and practice, the disciples 
no more understood how it could be, than bow the Messias 
could suffer and die ; and therefore Peter desires his Master 
to * declare unto them the parable.'|| These prepossessions 
continued until after the resurrection. When their Lord was 

* Matth. xvi. 6. t Luke ii. 49. t John iv. 32. 
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crucified, all their hopes died with him; and when he was 
risen again, it was some time before they could credit their own 
eyes, and be persuaded that they really beheld him. As 
strange as this may appear to the Considerer, I can see nothing 
unnatural in it. 

Suppose now this account of the disciples' want of under- 
standing to be true, it shows indeed their honesty and sincerity 
in reporting it fairly. But suppose (as the Considerer supposes) 
that it is all forged, I would fain know what policy there was 
in the contrivance. He says he suspects some fraudulent de- 
sign in it; but what purpose was or could be served by this 
fraud ? Did the Apostles get any thing, either honor or 
profit, by relating their own prejudices and hardness of 
belief. 

But what is to be said for the chief priests ? how came they 
to be apprehensive of a resurrection. They no more believed 
that Christ the king of the Jews could die and rise again, than 
the disciples did. Very true ; but that prejudice stood not in 
their way, for they did not admit Jesus to be Christ If they 
had, they would not have attempted to kill him. Why then did 
they fear his resurrection ? The plain and clear answer is, be- 
cause he had foretold it ; for it was one thing to believe him to 
be a great prophet, and another to believe him to be the Christ. 
That this was a well known distinction amongst the Jews ap- 
pears from the discourse of the two disciples going to Emmaus ; 
who, though they had given over all hopes that Jesus was the 
Christ, were still firm in the persuasion that he was ' a prophet 
mighty in deed and word before God and all the people.'* Now 
the Jews had been witnesses to so many wonders and miracles 
wrought by him, that whether they thought him to be the Christ 
or no, they could not but suspect that he was a great prophet 
at least, and might possibly come from the grave armed with 
power to take vengeance of their wicked and cruel treatment of 
him. This was but a natural apprehension ; and their fears 
and guilty consciences added weight to every suspicion of this 
kind ; and they were exactly in Herod's case, who, when he 
heard the fame of the great miracles which Jesus performed, 

* Luke xxiv. 19. 
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said, ' This is John the Baptist, he is risen from the dead ; there- 
fore mighty works do show forth themselves in him.'* What is 
there in this that is not natural and probable ? 

Let us hear what the Considerer says to it : ''If we take the 
opinion of the chief priests and pharisees from their own words, 
as delivered by St. Matthew, they believe Jesus was a deceiver, 
and appear afraid, not of his rising in the day, but of the disci- 
ples stealing him away in the night." All that the Considerer 
says here depends on his supposing that the chief priests and 
pharisees spoke their real sentiments to Pilate without any dis- 
guise ; for otherwise, if they used any art, or formed a story 
merely as a pretence to obtain a guard to watch the sepulchre, 
nothing can be concluded from what they tell Pilate, but this 
only, that they wanted a guard to secure the sepulchre. Put 
the case that tMey were convinced of bis miracles, apprised of 
the prophecy of his resurrection, and under a real apprehension 
that it might be fulfilled, and that to satisfy their doubts they 
wanted to get a guard ; I would fain know what sort of speech 
to Pilate the Considerer would make for them. Would behave 
them say, ** Sir, this person whom you crucified at our instiga- 
tion was indeed a mighty prophet, and the hand of God was 
with him in performing many wonderful works : he said too in 
his lifetime that he would rise from the dead after three daysj 
and we are very apprehensive that he will rise indeed. Let there- 
fore the sepulchre be guarded." If these had been indeed their 
real sentiments, would they have told them to Pilate, after they 
had extorted from him the condemnation of Jesus, by represent- 
ing him as a malefactor worthy of death, and as an enemy to 
the Koman government ? Nobody can think it They were 
under a necessity, whatever their private thoughts were, of 
carrying on the show before Pilate of treating Jesus as a de- 
ceiver, and pretending another reason than the true one for de- 
siring a guard, viz. for fear his disciples should steal away the 
body. To argue therefore that the chief priests really believed 
all that they pretended to Pilate, is childish and ridiculous. 

I have laid together the several predictions of our Lord's 
resurrection, and the circumstances that attended them, in 

*:Mattb. xiv. 2. 
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order to show what little reason the Considerer had to suppose 
the chief priests iotire strangers to them ; on which one mistake 
all his reasonings against guarding and sealing the sepulchre 
depends. The Considerer asserts that the chief priests had no 
prophecy of the resurrection but what could be deduced from 
the sign of Jonas ; and that, he says, could not be understood 
by them. Let us admit it, and see what the consequence will 
be. Is a prophecy no prophecy unless it can be understood by 
every body at the time it is given ? If the Considerer can per- 
suade the world of this, he will do more towards destroying the 
credit of prophecy than all his predecessors have done from 
Celsus to this time. We often find Jesus speaking to the Jews 
in parables, and explaining them clearly to his disciples. The 
case here was much the same with respect to the prophecies 
of the resurrection. Those to his disciples were clear ; those 
to the scribes enigmatical, yet delivered in terms so cor* 
responding to the event, that, when the event happened, 
the Jews could not doubt whether the prophecy related 
to it. The same may be said of that other prophecy, 
* destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.'* 
The disciples understood not this, till after Jesus was risen ; 
but when the event had explained the terms, the prophecy was 
clear, and had the effect that all prophecy is meant to have, 
that ' when the thing comes to pas^i, we may believe.' 

But the Considerer thinks the prophecy from the case of 
Jonas not only dark and unintelligible at first, but, when 
understood and applied to the resurrection, false in fact in two 
respects ; I suppose he means it did not correspond to the fact 
foretold in two respects. Let us hear the charge. 

First, ** the Son of man was to lie three days and three 
nights in the earth ; whereas Jesus lay but the time of one day 
and a half, that is, two nights and a day." Secondly, '' the sign 
promised to be given was not given to those it was promised to ;'' 
that is, to that evil and adulterous generation. 

It is somewhat strange that this great writer should be con- 
tent to tread the dull road of vulgar infidels and sceptics ; re- 
peating difficulties and objections that have been a thousand 

* John ii. 19. 
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Hmed proposed and as cften confuted; but it is still more 
tftrange that they should be such as are fully considered and 
most clearly explained in the very book he professes to answer. 
How comes he to pass over alf that is said in the Trial on thii^ 
point ? Why such an affected silence here ? It would by no 
means have answered the Considerer's purpose, to take notice! 
how that author has explained Christ's lying three days in the 
sepulchre ; but I can promise the reader it will abundantly 
answer his trouble to consult him on this subject; and if he has 
any doubts or scruples in the point, he may there receive satis* 
faction. It may be unnecessary to add any thing to what has 
been already said ; but that the Considerer may not think 
himself intirely neglected, I shall give a short answer to his 
objection, referring for the rest to the Trial itself. 

It is well known that the Jews reckoned their time inclusive ; 
in their computation of days the first day and the last were in- 
cluded in the number. From one sabbath to another they 
reckoned eight days, and this when the computation began at 
the close of the first, and ended at the very beginning of the 
second. And yet in this case there cannot be more than six 
solar days and seven nights ; and consequently there is the very 
same deficiency of two days and a night, which the Considerer 
charges on the account given of Christ*s resurrection. Three 
nights and three days, or three wjfiiifiepay were in common 
language the same as three days ; they were equivalent ex- 
pressions, and used the one for the other.* 

St. Luke says,t the child Jesus was not circumcised until 
eight days were accomplished; as strong an expression, one 
would think, as eight days and eight nights ; and yet the birth 
might, according to the known way* of reckoning in this case, 
be at the close of the first, and the circumcision at the begin- 
ning of the last. Again; the words 'after three days' are 
very full and expressive, and how are we to understand them? 
The chief priests will inform us. * Sir/ say they to Pilate, 

* So forty days and forty nights, an expression often repeated in 
the Old Testament and the New, was the same as forty days ; the 
first day and the last being each reckoned as a complete PVHeiifi§po^, 
or night and day, though only a portion of it. 

^Chap. ii.21. 
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' we remember that deceiver said, while he was yet alive» After 
three days I will rise again;' and yet their demand is that the 
sepulchre be guarded only * till the third day.' He has here 
the authority of his own friends, the chief priests and pharisees, 
that * after three days/ and * till the third day/ are equivalent 
expressions, and were so used and so understood in the com-* 
mon language of the country. We have then the concuirent 
evidence of the chief priests and the disciples, and that too in 
a point which neither of them could mistake ; unless you can 
suppose them not to understand the language of their own peo- 
ple. How the expressions* Uhree days and three nights/ 
' after three days/ ' on the third day/* are to be understood* 

* The Jews, it is plain, were not accurate to the letter in their 
reckoning of time. I shall give the reader one instance amongst 
many to be found in the Soriptares, It is 2 Kings xviii. 9. 10k 
'And it came to pass in the fourth year of king Hezekiah (which 
was' the seventh year of Hosea, son of Elab, king of Israel,) that 
Salmaneser, king of Assyria, came up against Samaria and besieged 
it ; and at the end of three years took it.' What can be stronger or 
more precise than this appears to be ? Wonld the reader imagine it 
could mean any thing less than three years complete ? And yet it is 
certainly not so to be understood ; for after the words * at the end of 
.three years/ it follows immediately, « even in the sixth year of He*- 
zekiah (that is, in the ninth year of Hosea) Samaria was taken.' 
Now it is evident to sight, that if at the end of three years' was in^ 
tended to signify three years complete, Hezekiah must have been 
in bis seventh, and Hosea in his tenth year, when Samaria was 
taken. — After all, our Saviour himself is the best interpreter of bis 
own language. In the many predictions of bis resurrection the 
most usual expression is ' the third day/ sometimes it is ' after three 
days,' and once ' three days and three nights / in which case the exf 
pression seems to be varied for no other reason than to accommo* 
date it to the language and story of Jonas. Can it now be supposed* 
that speaking of the same event, he does not mean the same note 
of time, though the expression is a little varied ? If then one of the 
expressions happens to be clear, the natural and rational way is to 
explain the rest by it. Now this expression, * the tbisd day/ has no* 
thing of obscurity in it, and consequently will help us to understand 
the rest. I would fain know what view our Saviour could possibly 
have in applying these several expressions to the same event, as im« 
pl|ying the same note of time ; or what interest the Apostles could 
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Christ himself has expressly shown loBg enough before his 
death and resurrection ; * I do cures to day and tomorrow, and 
the third day I shall he perfected;'* exactly conformable to 
the case of a person taken ill one day, being blooded the se- 
cond r and dying the third, as stated in the Trial. 
• Neither Jews nor heathens of old ever .objected that the 
resurrection fell out too soon for the prediction, or that the 
language of Scripture in this point was not consistent. They 
knew very well it was the current language of the country, and 
jLhe usual method of computation. The honor of starting such 
objections is reserved for the wise men of this age; who^ 
knowing little of ancient usages and customs, are perpetually 
from their own mistakes raising objections against the gospel, 
and such as the ancient and more learned infidels would have 
been ashamed of. 

' But the Considerer has another difficulty yet behind, with 
regard to this history of Jonas. '< The prediction," he says, 
*' was not fulfilled, because the sign promised to be given was 
not given to those it was promised tp ;" that is, to the evil and 
adulterous generation. 

. Where does the Considerer find the promise he talks of ? I 
t:an see no such promise in the words referred to. Christ tells 
them no sign should be given but that of the prophet Jonas. 
What does he engage for here ? That he would appear to them 
in person after the resurrection ? There is not a word about it. 
The promise, if you will have it a promise, was only that he 
would lie three days in the sepulchre. If this was not a sign 
to the Jews, nothing could be a sign to them, for they had the 
evidence of their own eyes and of their own guards. 

But this part of the gospel history the Considerer will not 
admit ; and he thinks himself able to prove the whole a forgery. 
Let him speak his own sense of this matter : ^* that the priests 

have in publishing it to the world, bad they not been the common 
langqage of the country well known, and well understood by every 
one, as meaning one and the same thing. Such a conduct would 
only have exposed both master and disciples to scorn and con- 
tiempt. — See filshop Pearson's Exposition of the Creed, and Bishop 
Kidder's Demonstration of the Messias on this article. 
*. Luke xiii. 35* : . 
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and pharisees set no watch, and that even the disciples them- 
selves were not forewarned of their Master's rising again, will 
more fully appear hy the facts which the evangelbts themselves 
relate." 

Let us now attend to the reasons that are to support this bold 
undertaking. He first gives St. John's account of the care 
taken of the body by Nicodemus; who, together with Joseph^ 
* took the body of Jesus and wound it in linen cloths with the 
spices, and laid it in the sepulchre.' 

On these facts the Considerer argues thus. He supposes, 
and very justly, that when the chief priests placed a guard on 
the sepulchre, they took care to see that the body was there ; 
and then says, *' if they saw the body, they must needs see 
how it was spiced, or .preserved for keeping, if it was done ; 
they could not see one without the other." It is to little pur- 
pose to dispute these circumstances ; it is sufficient to show 
that his observation is not supported by the text he pretends ta 
1>uild on. St. John says, the body with the spices * was wound 
up in linen clothes ;' and without doubt the spices lay next the 
body, and were covered by the linen cloth ; and the corpse 
bound in linen might be seen without seeing the spices. Sup- 
pose, however, that they saw the spices, and how the body waff 
preserved for keeping; why. then he says, ''would they not 
then, being witnesses of that, have taken the soldiers back, 
resting contented that his disciples knew nothing of any pro- 
phecy of his rising again ; and therefore could have no design 
under that pretence to steal away the body, and report he was 
risen ?" 

It is hard to make out the sense of this reasoning ; but if it' 
has any, it stands on these very absurd suppositions : 1. that 
had the disciples expected a resurrection, they would not have^ 
buried the body according to the custom of the. country, with 
spices, but would have saved that expense as being unneces- 
sary : 2. that this was a sufficient ground for the chief priests 
to conclude that the disciples expected no resurrection : 3. 
that they were governed in this affair merely by what they 
knew or believed of the sentiments of the disciples. As to the 
first of these suppositions, the spicing or not spicing the body 
could have no influence on the resurrection ; and therefore the 
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disciples could not be determined to add or 6mit' spices by 
their believing or not believing the resurrection. Had the^ 
expected fully that Jesus would rise, would that have pre- 
vented their showing the common respect to their Master, which 
all the country did to their dead friends ? Or could the charge 
of spices enter into the consideration of this matter? 2«. If 
there is no show of probability in supposing the disciples to 
be influenced in adding or omitting spices by their expectation 
of a resurrection, there could be no ground to conclude from 
their spicing the body that they did not expect a resurrection. 
3, There is not the least intimation in the gospel that the chief 
priests knew the opinion of the disciples in this case, or that 
they would have considered it as of any weight or moment at 
alL They had heard of our Lord's prophecy, that h^ would 
rise again, and it filled them with great an^tiety ; for to his 
great power and wonderful works they had been witnesses. At 
to the disciples, they had them in contempt ; and though in order 
to frame a plausible pretence to Pilate for having a watch for 
the sepulchre, they tell him of their apprehensions that th^ 
disciples might steal the body, yet there is no probability that 
this pretence was the true and only ground fot their fear. ITou 
see now how his first demonstration against the gospel history 
comes out* 

His second is from the behavior of Mary Magdalene and 
the other women. He says^ ** they knew to be sure that 
Nicodemus had laid the body in spices;'' and yet Luke and 
Mark say they brought spices early in the mornings when the 
Sabbath was past, to anoint the body. And if this wad the 
case, says he, *' what need had it of more 1" and so infers that 
St. John's account of spices used by Nicodemus, and St. Mark's 
and St. Luke's of the women bringing spices afterwards, can- 
not be reconciled^ 

As the Considerer pretends here to argue from facts re-f 
lated by the evangelists, I would ask him whence he had the 
fact on which all this reasoning depends. The evangelists give 
him no such information : nay, their account is inconsistent 
with it ; for the women were not present when Joseph and Ni- 
codemus bound up the body with spices^ nor does it appear 
that they saw the body after it was bound up; if they did. 
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they conld not see the spices which were hid by the linen 
winding-sheet. St. Matthew says, the women ' sat over against' 
the sepulchre;' St Mark, that they 'beheld where the body 
was laid/ Had they been concerned in preparing the body 
for burial, would the evangelists have separated their case from- 
that of Joseph and Nioodemus so remarkably ? Would they 
have ascribed the whole care of the body and the funeral 
to the men only, and said no more of the women than that 
they saw where the body was laid ? These accounts plainly 
suppose that the women were without watching while the 
body was preparing, and that when it was carried out to be 
buried, they went after to observe the place where it was laid. 
St. Luke's account is more expressly so. His words are, * the 
women followed after and beheld the sepulchre, and how the 
body was laid.' It is not, as at ver, 49. of the same chapter^ 
apraKcikovdrfeaeat, they went in company with Joseph; but 
KaraKoXovdnirafraiy they followed after him. The evangelist 
adds, edcavavTo to fivrifieioy jcac «u iridrj to ffwfia' &s does not sig« 
nify, as the Considerer understands it, qua modo, but quod; and 
the passage is not to be rendered quo modopositum est, but quo4 
posiium or $epuhum* est carpus; that is, they came to thd- 
sepulchre, and saw that the body was buried. 

But allowing for once that the women knew what had bI-* 
teady been done to the body, what then ? They could not but 
know that all was done in great haste, in a tumultuary man-» 
ner. And will the Considerer pretend to say that as much 
had been done by Joseph and Nicodemus as was usual or ne-r 
eessary to be done, and that the whole ceremony was already 
completed ? This is more than appears from the evangelists^ 
and much more than in the nature of the thing is possible to be 
true. 

No nation was more careful of their dead than the Jew% 
The body was first to be washed all over and cleaned with 
much care, and afterwards to be anointed. But in regard to 
Christ's body, there was not tiine before the sabbath to per*» 
form even thus much of the ceremony. When it was taken 

* Instances in the New Testament are frequent, where ri$7ifu Is 
used in this sens«. 
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down from the cross, the evening was coming on ; and it was 
not yet dark when it was left in the sepulchre.* 

The faneral ceremony, it is plain, was not nor could already 
be completed. Offices of this solemn kind^ especially for per* 
sons of character and distinction, were not used to be performed 
the moment they were dead, nor to be huddled up in so hasty 
and negligent a manner. Moses informs us that when Jacob 
was embalmed, no less than forty days were employed in the 
operation.! And Herodotus (whose authority perhaps the 
philosopher may like better) tells us that amongst the Egyp- 
tians, from whom the Jews borrowed that practice, no less than 
seventy days were required to complete it.t 

Joseph and Nicodemus intended, no doubt, to inter the 
body of Christ in a manner agreeable to the notion they had 
of his dignity and character. No less than a huffdred pound 
weight of spices and perfumes were procured for this purpose ; 
not wholly to be employed in preparing the body, as the Con-^ 
siderer seems to imagine, but to be burnt both before and after 
k was laid in the sepulchre, and to be spent in a manner well 
known to those who are at all acquainted with antiquity. The 
sepulchre in which the body was laid, was probably not that in 
wluch it was to be finally deposited. It was wrapped up with 
some of the spices, and laid there for present convenience only,§ 
because it happened to be near the place of crucifixion ; and 
because the sabbath was so near, that it was impossible to carry 
it farther. The funeral ceremonies were reserved to be per- 
formed after the sabbath, had not Providence prevented it by 
a more wonderful event. 

Whether the women were acquainted with the little that 
liad already been done to the body is indeed nothing to thci 
purpose. They knew where it had been deposited, and they 
knew probably that it was afterwards to be removed. They 
came therefore early in the morning to pay their last respects 
to it by anointing and perfuming it; a common method of 
showing respect to persons of dignity and distinction both 
living and dead.|| 

* Compare Mattb. xxvii. 57. with Luke xxiii. 54. 

t Gen. i. 3. t Herod, lib. ii. § John xix. 41. || lb. xii. 3. 
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• What possible foundation then is there for the Connderer's 
absurd sug^gestions : ^^ that there is no dependence on gospel 
history; that the evangelists contradict one another in ttiis 
point ; that the women had seen the body laid in spices, and 
that there was no occasion for more." Instead of convicting 
the evangelists of contradicting one another^ he has only 
betrayed his own extreme ignorance in Scripture and antiqnity ; 
and that too in a case so common and obvious^ that a man must 
take some pains to mistake it* 

- His next demonstration against St. Matthew's account of 
guarding the sepulchre, is from these words of the women, 
< Who shall roll away the stone from the door of the sepuU 
chre?'* "Which/' he observes, ** they would not have said if 
they had known it was sealed, and a guard placed.'' And he 
thinks if there was indeed a watch, it is impossible the women 
should be ignorant of it* I have considered the account given 
by the evangelists, and cannot see the least foundation for 
these imaginations. The body was laid in the sepulchre in tha 
evening of Friday ; the women went from thence and bought 
spices, and on the sabbath (or Saturday) they rested without 
stirring from home.*. On the sabbath (while the women wera 
confined at home) the guards were placed* Early the nextmoruf 
ing the women go directly from home to the sepulchre, expect-^ 
ing to find it as they left it, with a stone at the mouth too large , 
and heavy for them to move ; and therefore they say, ' Who 
shall roll away the jstone?' The Considerer says, ."if these 
things (that is placing a guard, &c.) had been done, how is it 
possible but they must have known them ?" I cannot appre^ 
hend how it was possible they should know them* I suppose 
he does not imagine that either the Roman governor or the 
chief priests thought it necessary to inform these poor women 
what they were doing. But he thinks so public an action 
must needs come to their knowlege. Who should carry it tQ 
them I It was the sabbath day, when others, as well as they» 
staid at home ; for which, reason it is very probable that thia 
action was not publicly known on that day. 

The Considerer goes on: ''besides, nothing could be hid 
from the disciples^ St* Matthew knew what the chief priests 

•Markxvi. 3. • t Luke xsiii. 56* 
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and rulers said la their privy council," How does Ais appear ? 
Why St. Matthew ten or more years afterwards, when the 
secret was divulged, relates what the chief priests did in council ; 
and from thence he infers that St. Matthew knew every thing 
done in council at the time of doing it* I am quite ashamed 
to spend my own and readers' time thus impertinently. 

''But why do these evangelists tell different stories ?" What 
does the Considerer mean ? St« Matthew alone tells the story 
of guarding the sepulchre* The rest are quite silent in that 
pointy hut say nothing that is inconsistent with it. How then 
do they differ ? Is it not the most usual thing in the world for 
liistorians, in reporting the same fact, to relate some of them 
more, and some fewer circumstances, that attended it ? and 
did ever any man of common sense charge them with incon* 
sistency on that account ? Suppose that in telling the story of 
£dward II. one historian should conclude with saying that he 
resigned the crown ; and another should be more particular, 
and give an account of a deputation sent to him in form to take 
his resignation ; would the Considerer question the truth of the 
principal fact^ that he resigned the crown ? The case is the 
same here* The principal facts, the death, the burial, the 
resurrection of Christ, are attested by all th$ evangelists. In 
the circumstances of the history some relate more, some fewer ; 
does this invalidate their testimony in reporting the principal 
facts, in which they intirely agree ? 

The account given by St. Matthew, of guarding and sealing 
the sepulchre, is a very material circumstance, and was par^ 
ticularly so to the Jews ; who had by this means of their own 
contrivance the most evident demonstration of the only sign 
intended them, the sign of the prophet Jonas, Our Lord told 
them that they should have this sign, and should know that 
the Son of man was three days and three nights in the heart of 
the' earth. Had they been contented with seeing him cruci- 
fied and buried, and concerned themselves no farther, I know 
not how they would have had the evidence of his being three 
days in the earth. But by the secret working of Providence, 
they themselves furnish out the evidence. They guard the 
sepulchre, and their own guards report that it was by irre< 
sistible power from above opened, and the prisoner released 
on the third day. 
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St. Matthew, by the concurrent testimony of all antiquity »- 
wrote his gospel for the use of the Hebrews particularly ; and 
this story of guarding the sepulchre, being an evidence of thef 
completion of a prophecy giyen to that nation in particular; 
seems to be the reason why he relates it so punctually. Who- 
ever will read St. Matthew's gospel, and compare it attentively 
with other gospels, will see so many internal marks to confirm 
tl^e report of antiquity that he wrote for the^se of his country- 
men, that he will have little reason to doubt it. And since 
one evangelist only has mentioned this circumstance of guard- 
ing the sepulchre, how providential was it that we have th6 
account in that gospel, which was written for the Jews parti* 
cularly ! When this gospel was published, there were thou- 
sands living in that country Who knew and could inform 
others of the circumstances reported by St. Matthew; and 
is it credible that St. Matthew would have published this ac- 
count in Judea itself, where, if false, it must undoubtedly have 
been detected ? If this story had appeared first in a history 
published among the heathens at a great distance from Judea, 
the infidels would have triumphed and told us that the histo- 
rian took the advantage of telling the people a strange story, 
but took care to lay the scene of it at a place where it was 
not likely they should send to make inquiries. We should then 
have been asked why the story was not told in the gospel in** 
tended for the use of the Jews particularly, who had proper 
means to examine the truth of it. Well then ; the story hap- 
pily was published in Judea itself, and being found in St. Mat- 
thew's gospel, is an appieal to the whole nation of the Jews for 
the truth of the fact, and probably made whilst many were 
living who were concerned in the transaction. 

That St. Matthew reports this story, and the other evange- 
lists omit it, is not a singular case. St. Matthew's view in 
writing for the Jews shows itself in other like instances. The 
massacre of the infants by Herod is reported by St. Matthew 
'only, and for the same reason ; because it was a fact of pecu- 
liar moment to the Jews, as it showed the sense of the nation 
'in expecting the Messiah at the very time when Christ Was 
born, as it was the completion of a prophecy set forth in their 
own scriptures, aild as it was a fact that happened at their own 
door, in which they could not be imposed on. 
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For a like reason St. Matthew quotes many prophecies, and 
applies them to the M essias in a way well known and under- 
stood by the Jews, but in a way unknown to the Grentiles, and 
therefore they appear not in the other gospels. 

So again the genealogies of Christ in St. Luke and St. Mat- 
thew appear at first sight to be very different, but are intirely 
reconcileable by considering for whose use the two gospels 
were intended ; St. Matthew's for the Jews ; St. Luke's for 
the Gentiles. There were two ways of reckoning descents 
among the Jews, one of them common to them and other 
nations, by the course of descent from father to son ; the other 
was by the legal descent established in their law ; according 
to which, if an elder brother died without issue, and left a 
widow, the next brother was to take her to wife ; and their 
first-born son was in law the son of the eldest brother, and suc- 
ceeded to his estate. It is manifest that these genealogies 
inust meet in the common ancestor, for brothers' children have 
the same grandfather. Now St. Luke, writing to the Gentiles, 
deduces the genealogy of Christ in the way understood by them, 
secundum jus sanguinis. St. Matthew, writing to the Jews, 
follows the method by which the right of succession was go- 
yerned among the Jews, and draws out the genealogy accord- 
ing to the legal descent. These instances, and many others 
that might be given, show how little weight there is in object- 
ing against a piece of history, because it appears but in one, or 
sometimes but in two of the four evangelists. 

At page 28, &c. of the third edit, and 37, &c, of the first, 
the Considerer spends a great deal of paper and pains to con- 
fute some imaginations, in which nobody is concerned but 
himself. He takes it for granted that the Jews, to account for 
their guarding the sepulchre, must act on one or other of these 
persuasions; they must either be fully satisfied that Christ 
would rise again, and then he says it was to no purpose to guard 
the sepulchre in order to prevent it; or they must be fully sa* 
tisfiedthathe would not rise again, and then there was no rea- 
son, he says, to be apprehensive of a fraudulent resurrection. It is 
hardly possible that either of these should be their real case* 
They were anxious and solicitous about this event ; alarmed 
and confounded with recollecting his miracles, and the prophe« 
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cies of hb rising from the dead; unable to satisfy their 
own doubts, or to calm the misgivings of their own minds* 
Sometimes they imagined that possibly he might rise ; some* 
times perhaps that the disciples might secrete the body, and tell 
the people strange stones. How to extricate themselves they 
knew not ; and therefore they apply to Pilate for a guard, in- 
hopes of finding some relief in tiieir distress, as men in distress 
are ready to take any thing for a remedy. But that they had 
as much leisure and as much cool infidelity as the Consit 
derer had when he argued their cause for them, is utterly 
incredible ; and were they to give an account for them- 
selves, they would hardly plead their own cause as this wise 
advocate, without attending to the situation they were in^ hasi 
done for them. 

. The conduct of the Jewish rulers, with regard ^o our Saviour^ 
was the more likely to be wrong* because they judged and 
acted on wrong maxims. They were so possessed with the 
expectation of a Messiah with temporal power, that no reason 
^ould persuade them that Christ was the person who pretended 
to no such power ; and on this notion they were so resolutely, 
determined to oppose his pretensions, that no evidence could 
convince them that his claims were just. The people however 
were not so insensible as their leaders; convinced by his 
wonders, and engaged by the many acts of benevolence he^ 
daily di4» they followed him in great numbers. The governors, 
concerned and enraged to see the people thus deluded, as they 
called it, by a pretender, determined to put an end to his pre- 
tensions by putting an end to his life. Accordingly they had 
him apprehended, accused of blasphemy against God, and 
treason against Csesar, and publicly executed. But the. danger 
was not yet over. He prophecied in his lifetime that he 
should rise again in three days, and we have shown before 
that they had now reason to be alarmed at this^ prophecy. 
The works done in his life, compared with the amazing scene 
that was ^opened at his death, must needs fill them with doubts 
9,nd fears. They could not tell but some extraordinary powei: 
QU^t possibly exert itself in behalf of one at whose agonies 
all nature seemed to sympathise ; or if after all he should prove 
to be an impostor, they imagined^ or pretended to imagine^ 
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that the disciples might take advantage of this ' situation of 
things, and coptrive to carry on the cheat ; that they might 
possibly remove the body put of sight, and give out that the 
prophecy was fulfilled. Thus the delusions of the people » 
though checked awhile by his death, might break out afresh, 
and become more rivetted and confirmed by a supposed resur« 
rection; and so the last error be worse than the first. To 
quiet their own minds therefore, and to be fully satisfied about 
the event, a guard of soldiers is placed at the sepulchre. «But 
on the third day they are frightened from their post by an 
angel and an earthquake, fly into the city, and make their 
report to the chief priests. The chief priests well knew what 
effect this report would naturally have on the minds of the 
people, if fairly made ; to prevent which they resolve in the 
first place to publish a story of their own ; and therefore, witl^ 
a rich bribe in hand, and a' full assurance of indemnity, they 
prevail with the watch to be silent as to what they had seen at 
the sepulchre, and to give out that the disciples stole away the 
body whilst they were asleep. 

• But to justify the credit of this piece of history, we must, it 
seems, answer all the imaginations of the Considerer; who 
has given his judgment on the part acted by the guards and 
the chief priests, and is of opinion that neither of them could 
do what the history ascribes to them. He has summed up his 
reasoning thus : </ it is amazing that the guard at the sepulchre 
should be terrified almost to death with astonishing wonders, 
and the high priests and rulers believe them, yet these thiiigs 
should have no more effect, on them than if they had not. 
believed them." 

Little dealers in history and politics are never more con- 
temptible than when they attempt to assign reasons for or 
against plain facts reported by writers of credit. The actional 
of a great general have been sometimes called in question, 
because a little smatterer in military affairs conceives the 
schemes not to have been well laid or not well conducted ; and 
then full of his own wisdom he says, could any great general act 
so. ? On the strength of which reasoning he concludes the 
hist/ory to be false.. There are two small faults in this way of 
aiding ; first, that he who reasons so, takes it for granted that 
he is able to judge wisely in the. case himself ^ which often 
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happens to be otherwise : scondly^ that men in all cases act 
wisely and reasonably, which seldom is the case. 

But let us hear, in the first place, what the Considerer has to 
say for the guards. 

<' It is strange, unaccountably strange, that those soldiers, 
who were just now almost struck dead with terror, should lose 
the impressions so easily and so soon, which it had made on 
them, which just before scarce left them power to fly from the 
deadly fright which an earthquake and an angel had put them 
in ! that for money they should all agree together to list them* 
selves in the priests* service to fight against God, when by so 
doing they might expect some heavy judgment to fall on them; 
but by affirming the truth boldly, conceive reasonable hopes of 
being captains in the Messiah's victorious army, which was to 
conquer all nations.'^ 

Let us now consider the grounds on which he builds. He 
supposes these common soldiers, who were heathens, and bred 
up to despise the religion of the Jews above all others, to be 
persuaded that when they took a bribe of the chief priests^ 
*' they listed themselves to fight against God, and that they 
might expect some heavy judgment ;" and that by acting other* 
wise *Hhey might have reasonable hopes of being captains in 
the Messiah's victorious army/' which was to conquer all 
nations. How comes the Considerer to furnish the soldiers with 
these sentiments ? Does he imagine that a fright would make 
them forget all the religion of their own country at once, and 
turn Jews, and firm believers in the God of the Jews? and that 
it would give them the same opinion of the Messiah which the 
Jews bad, and make them think Jesus to be the Messiah, and 
fill them with exfiectation of employments under him? 
Nothing surely can be more out of character. But however 
they were terrified ; and the Considerer thinks it strange they 
should lose the impression so easily and so so6n« What im- 
pression does he mean? If he means the sentiments which he 
has ascribed to them, I am persuaded they did not lose them^ 
for they never had them. The Roman soldiers very probably 
knew nothing more than that they were appointed to watch 
the sepulchre that the body might not be removed ; and that 
they were acquainted with the character and pretensions of thei 
pen?on lying in the grave, there is ^not the least reason to sUs- 
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peet ; much less had they any expectation of beinj^ disturbed 
by invisible powers; and when they were disturbed, what pro-» 
babiiity is there in making them reason immediately like Jews^ 
and to think of God and his Messiah as if they had been his 
disciples ? But suppose them (if you please) to have soma 
tincture of religion ; suppose too they believed with the cen*- 
turion at the crucifixion that Christ was indeed a righteous 
man, and yet farther, that he was particularly favored of the 
gods ; what is all this to the purpose ? If he was a favorite of 
the gods, it was the gods jof his own country, with whom they 
imagined they had nothing to do. They had gods of .their 
own, to whom they were bound, and whom they served, if 
they served any gods at all. As to the Jewish religion, if they 
thought any thing of it, they thought with the rest of the 
heathens that it was the worst of superstitions. It remains 
then only that the soldiers were scared and terrified by a sur- 
prising sight. And where is the wonder that when the fright 
was over, they should be what they were before, mere common 
soldiers, and ready to take money, which was to be earned at 
so cheap a rate, as reporting a story made for them by the 
4;hief priests ? It was all one to them who moved the body ; 
they were unaffected with the consequences that alarmed the 
chief priests; and I dare say ready money outweighed all 
hopes the Considerer has given them, of getting commissions 
under the Jewish Messiah. 

In the next place he undertakes the cause of the chief priests, 
and to prove that the part assigned to them in the gospel his^ 
tory is a weak one and a wicked one ; and thence he concludes 
they neither did nor could act that part, and that the account 
of it is forged. The first part of his task is indeed an easy 
-one ; for the chief priests acted very foolishly and very wick* 
^edly ; but I am in some pain for his. consequence. Will he 
maintain that no men act wickedly or weakly ? or though many 
do, y^t the chief priests never did or could ? I doubt he will 
be at a full stop here. Bet let us hear him. '* The priests," 
he says, '' as well as the people were credulous of miracles, 
being nursed up in the belief of them, which when attested by 
-their own party, persons whose veracity they could depend on, 
(not the fiying reports of a giddy mob,) must have prevented 
4^hem from doing what it is here pretended they did." 
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But why should the chief priests be mor^ affected by mirav 
cles« attested by their own party^ that is, the guards, than b^ 
those which they saw themselves? Many such there were; some 
of them I have already mentioned ; but how were they affected 
by them ? Did they not seek the life of Jesus for raising Laza- 
rus, and the life of Lazarus that he might not live a witness of 
the power of Jesus ? Did they not admit the miracles, and yet 
ascribe them to the power of Beelzebub ? And might they not 
with the same reason ascribe all the guards reported to be done 
tit the sepulchre to the same power ? 

If it be su£Scient to set aside the authority of the gospel, be* 
cause it represents the chief priests acting unreason ably » the 
same argument will be too hard for the credit of all the his* 
tories in being ; for they all show us men acting with great 
folly and great wickedness. The Old Testament must doubt-* 
less follow the New ; for what is more unreasonable than the 
behavior of the ancient Jews after their wonderful deliverance 
from Egypt? May not the Cohsiderer say, had God so visibly 
interposed for their deliverance, it is impossible they should 
rebel so soon as the history says they did ; and therefore the 
liistory must be false ? But I leave this, to consider a complaint 
of a much higher nature. 

. The angel, it seems, who was the minister of God, and acted 
AS by him directed, did *^ very impoliticly in frightening away 
the watch, before Jesus came out of the sepulchre, so that they 
.could not be witnesses of his resurrection." How he knows 
that the watch was terrified before Jesus came out of the se^ 
pulchre, I cannot tell ; he learns it not from the gospel. The 
angel moved the stone for the sake of those who came to the 
sepulchre, that they might see and report what they saw ; our 
Lord certainly wanted not their help. But why were the an- 
gels impolitic ? Were they to govern themselves by the politics 
t)f the chief priests, and follow their measures? Had God or the 
angels by his direction appointed the watch to be witnesses of 
the resurrection, and they had been scared away before the 
.time, the objection would have laid ; but how was God bound 
to give this evidence to the guards ? Was it because the chief 
.priests had set the watch ? But what right had they to pre- 
scribe to God who should be eye-witnesses of his Son's resur- 
rection ? The setting of the watch and what followed was suf- 
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fieient to convince the Jews that Jesas^ according to his own 
prophecy 9 was three days in the heart of the earth, and then 
released. This evidence rose , providentially out of their own 
contrivance^ to watch the body; but their contrivance laid no 
obligation on God, nor could it hasten or retard the resurrec** 
lion, or have any effect on the manner of it. We find in t\m 
gospel, that very particular care was taken by our Lord to ap» 
point chosen witnesses of the resutrection. To them he showed 
himself alive after the resurrection ; to them were given powers 
from on high to confirm this evidence ; but where does the Con<« 
siderer read that it was referred to the high priests, or that 
they had any right to appoint witnesses in this case ? If they 
had no right to appoint them, do injury was done in not ad«^ 
mitting thenu And yet aftet all, though the Considerer thinks 
the guards did not seer enough, they saw so much as to make 
their report of great weight, had there not been an incorrigible 
obstinacy in the Jewish rulers; enough to awaken their atten- 
tion, and to call to their remembrance the sign of Jonas, which 
was to be given them ; enough to raise serious reflexions on all 
the miracles of Jesus, of which they had themselves been 
eyewitnesses. 

SECTION III. 

, We come now to consider the inconsistencies which the Con^ 
Stiderer charges on the evangelists in the account they give of 
the circumstances of the resurrection. One would imagine thin 
gentleman had never read any piece of history reported by dif» 
fe'rent writers, or any trial whose facts are proved by many 
ifntnesses ; otherwise he would not have objected to the rela- 
tions of the evangelists, merely because some mention circum* 
stances omitted by others, though all agree in the principal 
facts to be proved ; and all the circumstances, though all not 
mentioned by each writer, are perfectly consistent. For this 
is the case of all historians, who treat of the same facts ; and I 
am persuaded that, had the gospel accounts with all their va* 
jrieties related to any matter of civil history, and been published 
under the name of any Grecian or Roman historians, these dif- 
ferent relations, instead of being thought matter of objection, 
would have been considered as confirming and establishing 
each the other. Such differences among reporters of the same 
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feet, will always be found from Uie very nature of things ; for 
all facts being attended with many circumstances, and all of 
them not of equal importance, historians according to their 
different judgments choose to report some more, some fewer of 
those circumstances. This, I say, must be the common case» 
li^re historians write without regard to each other ; but it 
must necessarily be so where a later historian publishes an ac-> 
Count on purpose to sup{dy the defects or omissions of those be- 
fore him ; for then his very design is to add such things or cir-» 
cumstances as the others had eidier totally neglected or imper* 
fectly related. 

The four gospels were not published at the . same time, not 
can the precise date of the publication of each of them be as* 
eertained. St. Matthew by the general consent of antiqnity is 
taken to be first, and to have been publislied not many yean 
after our Saviour's crucifixion. St. Mark and St. Luke came 
next in order. After all, and long after all, came St. John's 
gospel, published in an extreme old age, and not above a yeaf 



* St. Matt. chap, xxviii. 

1. In the end of the Sab- 
bath, as it began to dawn to- 
ward the first day of the week» 
came Mary Magdalene, and 
the other Mary, to see the se- 
pulchre. 

2. And behold there was 
a great earthquake : for the 
angel of the Lord descended 
from heaven, and came and 
rolled back the stone from the 
door, and sat on it. 

3« His countenance was 
like lightning, and his rai- 
meat white as snow : 

4. And for fear of him the 
keepers did shake, and became 
as dead men. 



St. Mark, chap. xvi. 

1. And when the Sabbath 
was past, Mary Magdalene, 
and Mary the mother of James, 
and Salome, had brought 
spices, that they might come 
and anoint him. 

2. And very early in the 
morning, the first day of the 
week, they came unto the se4> 
pulchre at the rising of the sun. 

3. And they said among 
themselves. Who shall roll us 
away the stone from the door 
of the sepulchre ? 

4. And when they looked, 
they saw that the stone was 
rolled away: for it was very 
great. 
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before his death. His intention was, as all antiquity bears 
witness, to complete the history of our Saviour, by adding 
what the other evangelists had omitted, and enlarging what 
they had concisely related. 

This being the state of the history, as contained in the four 
gospels, the true way of examining it is, to consider the ac-' 
counts given by the three first evangelists separately, (as being 
the accounts which lay before St. John when he wrote his 
gospel,) and tlien to compare them with St. John, by which 
means we shall see what he left as he found it, and as wanting 
no addition or explanation, and also what additions or expla- 
nations he thought proper to insert; and so be able to judg€ 
on the whole, whether the history be consistent with itself. 

In order to give the reader the light which I think will arise 
from this method, I will lay before him the account of the 
three evangelists of what passed at the sepulchre, and then 
consider what the difference between them is ; . and lastly com* 
pare them with St. John's account, and consider how the dif- 
ference will then stand on the foot of the additions or explica* 
tions given by him.* 



St. Luke, chap, xxiv* 

1. Now on the first day of 
the week, very early in the 
morning, they came unto the 
sepulchre, bringing the spices 
which they had prepared, and 
certain others with them. 

2. And they found the stone 
rolled away from the sepulchrew 

d. And they entered in, 
and found not the body of the 
Lord Jesus. 

4. And it came to pass, as 
they were much perplexed 
thereabout, behold, two men 
stood by them in shining gar« 
ments : 
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St. Matt. chap, xxviil^ 

5. And the angel answered 
and said unto the women. Fear 
not ye : for I know that ye seek 
Jesus^ which was crucified. 
. 6. He is not here; for he 
is risen, as he said. Come, see 
the place where the Lord lay« 
. 7« And go quickly, and tell 
his disciples that he is risen 
from the dead ; and^ behold, he 
goeth before you into Galilee ; 
there shall ye see him ; lo, I 
have told you. 

8. And they departed 
quickly from the sepulchre 
with fear and great joy, and 
did run to bring his disciples 
word. 

9. And as they went to 
tell his disciples, behold, Jesus 
met them, saying, All hail. 
And they came and held him 
by the feet, and worshipped 
him. 

10. Then said Jesus unto 
them, Be not afraid: go tell 
my brethren that they go into 
Galilee, and there shall they 
see me. 



St. Mark^ chap xvi. 

5« And entering into the 
sepulchre, they saw a young 
man sitting on the right side 
clothed in a long white gar* 
ment ; and they were affright^^ 
ed. 

6. And he saith unto them. 
Be not affrighted. Ye seek 
Jesus of Nazareth, which was 
crucified ; he is not here : 
behold the place where they 
laid him. 

7. But go your way, teli 
his disciples and Peter that 
he goeth before yon into Ga^ 
lilee : there shall ye see him, 
as he said unto you. 

8. And they went out 
quickly, and fled from the se* 
pulchre ; for they trembled and 
were amazed: neither said 
they any thing to any man ; 
for they were afraid, 

9. Now when Jesus was 
risen early the first day of the 
week, he appeared first to 
Mary Magdalene, out of 
whom he had cast seven de- 
yils. 

10. And -she went and 
told them that had been with 
him, as they mourned and 
wept 

11. And they, when they 
had heard that he was alive^ 
^nd had been seen of her, be- 
lieved not. 
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St. Luke, Chap. xxiy. 

5. And as they were afraid, 
«nd bowed down their faces to 
the earthy they said unto them. 
Why seek ye the living among 
the dead ? 

6. He is not here, but is 
risen : remember how he spake 
unto you when he was yet in 
Cralilee, 

7. Saying. The Son of man 
must be delivered into the hands 
of sinful men, and be crucified, 
and the third day rise again. 

8. And they remembered 
his words, 

9. And returned from the 
sepulchre,, and told all these 
things unto the eleven, and to 
all the rest. 

10. It was Mary Magda- 
lene, and Joanna, and Mary 
the mother of James, and other 
women that were with them, 
which told these things unto 
the Apostles. . 

11. And their words seenaed 
to them as idle tales, and they 
believed them not. 

12. Then arose Peter, and 
ran unto the sepulchre, and 
stooping down, he beheld the 
linen clothes laid by themselves, 
and departed, wondering in 
Ummself at that which was 
come to pass. 
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You see St. Matthew is the only one who mentions the 
earthquake^ and the angels descending to roll away the stone. 
As the rest say nothing of it, it is very ahsurd to say, as the 
Considerer does, that they contradict it. I shall only there* 
fore ohserve on this part, that our English translation is not 
exact : for after relating the coming of the women to the ae* 
pulchre, it follows, ' and heboid there was a great earthquake,' 
&c. which may lead the reader to imagine that the earthquake 
happened whilst the women were at the sepulchre ; which it 
did not. St. Matthew was to account for the women's finding 
the stone rolled, and therefore inserts what happened just befcwe 
their coming; and his words should be rendered,/ and behold 
there had been an earthquake,' &c. 

If you compare these three evangelists together in other 
respects, the difference between them will lie in these par^ 
ticulars. 

1. St. Mark and St. Luke say, the women came early to 
the sepulchre, bringing spices to anoint the body ; St. Matthew 
says they- came early to the sepulchre, but says nothing of 
their l^ringing spices. 

2. St. Matthew say's, the two Marys came to the sepulchre.; 
St. Mark, the two Marys and Salome ; St. Luke says, the 
women who came from Galilee with him, and he tells us, verse 
11. that they were the two Marys, Joanna, and other women 
with them. 

3. The three evangelists agree that the women saw a vision ; 
St. Matthew says, an angel ; St. Mark, a young man ; St. 
Luke, two men, whom verse 23. he calls two angels. 

4. St. Matthew and St. Mark agree in the message sent by 
the angels to the disciples, that he would go before them into 
Galilee. St. Luke does not mention this message expressly, 
but that the angels remind the women of what Jesus had said, 
being with them in Galilee, of his death and resurrection* 

These differences cannot be accounted for by any thing 
added in the gospel of St. John ; and therefore I shall post-^ 
pone the consideration of them for the sake of pursuing the 
view before me. 

The next and most material difference occurs in the account 
given of our Lord's appearing to Mary Magdalene. St. 
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Matthew says that a^ the women went from the sepulchre to 
parry the message to the disciples^ Jesus met them, and gave 
thiem another message to the disciples. St. Mark^ after con* 
duding the account of what passed at the sepulchre says, ' Now 
when Jesus was risen early the first day of the week, he ap« 
peared first to Mary Magdalene/ He does not mention this 
as part of what happened at the sepulchre, but as a new and 
distinct account of itself. St. Luke gives no account of our 
Lord's appearing to Mary. 

These accounts considered together, the case will stand thus : 
stop at St. Matthew^s account of what passed at the sepulchre, 
to the women's going with the angels' message to the disciples, 
which ends with ver. 8. and take St. Mark's account without 
lacking to it the separate relation of the appearance to Mary 
Magdalene, (which is indeed no part of the account as given 
by St. Mark of what happened at the sepulchre,) and then the 
three accounts are (excepting the small variations before men- 
tioned, and hereafter to be accounted for) perfectly consistent. 

The difficulty then remaining is to account for St. Luke's 
saying nothing of this appearance ; for St. Mark's speaking of 
it as distinct from what happened at the sepulchre; for St. 
Mattbew*s placing it before he had accoynted for the delivery 
of the first message, and adding a second message of like im- 
port from Christ himself. 

The difficulty with respect to St. Luke is not great ; he has 
omitted the appearance, for it came not within the compass of 
what he proposed to relate, as will appear presently, NeiUier 
are St. Matthew and St. Mark, who relate this appearance, f^ 
variance. They agr^e tn the appearance, agree tjiat it. was 
early on the first day of the week ; St. Matthew says, it was 
' as they went to tell the disciples ;' and so it might be con- 
.^istently with St Mark, for he has said nothing to the con- 
trary. Thus the case would stand, had we only the history as 
given by these three evangelists. 

When St. John wrote his gospel, he had reason to enlarge 
the account given of what passed at the sepulchre, for the sake 
of adding his own testimony, who had been himself an eye- 
witness; which testimony the other evangelists had omitted. 
Compare St. John and St. Luke toge&er, and St. John plainly 
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eBiries on the account where St. Luke left it. St. Luk^ 
irelates how the women went to the sepulchre, saw angels; 
received a message to the disciples; that they delivered tlie 
message, and that Peter on hearing it went away to the sepul-« 
chre, and found every thing to answer the relation. Now St; 
John went and was a witness of these things as well as Peter t 
he le&ves therefore St. Luke's account (which was exact as to 
what happened before Peter went) a» he found it ; and carries 
it on by beginning with a clear and distinct account of his own 
going with Peter ta the sepulchre. To introduce this account 
he says : * the first day of the week cometh Mary Magdalen^ 
«arly, when it Was yet dark, unto the sepulchre, and seeth 
the stone taken away from the sepulchre. Then she runneth; 
and cometh to Simon PeteT, and the other disciple whom Jesui 
loved,'** &c. He then gives an account of what he and St. 
Peter observed of the state of the sepulchre. It appears at 
Ter. 11. that Mary returned to the sepulchre, and staid there 
-after him ; that she saw again a vision of angels, and saw Jesuti^ 
himself, who gave her a message to deliver to the disciples. 
Let us see now how their accounts will correspond together. 

1. It is manifest that Mary went twice to the sepulchre. 

2. That St. John gives no other account of what passed at 
her first being there, except that she found the stone taken 
away from the sepulchre, and this only as introductive to what 
he had to add farther. 

3. That the story of her first going, and what related to ir, 
ended at the relation she made of what she had seen to Peter 
and John. 

4. That the appearance of Jesus to her, and the messi^e 
given to her, was at her second being at the sepulchre. ' 

It comes out from these lights given by St. John : 

First, that St. Luke's account related only to what happened 

at Mary's -first going to tiie sepulchre; for it ends at St. 

Peter's setting out to view the sepulchre, where St. John 

begins. 

Secondly, since St. Luke's account agrees with St. Matthew's 

and St. Mark's, in relating what passed at the sepulchre, it 

■ ' ■ . • John XX. 1. 2. . ' 
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follows that their accounts are relations of what passed only at 
Mary's first coming, that is, St, Matthew's account to ver. ^ 
inclusive, and St. Mark's to ver. 8. inclusive. 

Thirdly, St. John having informed us that Christ appeared 
to Mary, and delivered his message to her at her second 
<toming to the sepulchre, it follows that what St. Matthew 
says ver. 9. 10. and St. Mark ver. 9. 10. 11. happened at her 
second coming to the sepulchre. 

Thus St. John's additional account has given us a clear order 
of the whole transaction. And it appears that St. Luke con- 
sidered the women merely as messengers of the news to the 
disciples ; and as soon as the message was delivered, and the 
disciples made acquainted with it, he prosecutes their story no 
farther. St. Mark in like manner, hut adds the .appearance to 
Mary as a distinct and separate thing by itself. 

St. Matthew has given an account of what happened at the 
first going to the sepulchre, and has also mentioned the 
appearance to Mary, which he has connected to the former 
account as part (and so indeed it was) of the same transaction. 
Had he mentioned this appearance, as St. Mark has mentioned 
it, without making any connexion between the appearance and 
the story of the first visit to the sepulchre, there had been no 
difficulty in this part of the case. 

The difficulty there now is, arises from the manner in which 
St. Matthew connects these two parts together ; he says that 
Jesus appeared to the women ' as they went to tell the dis- 
ciples:' St. John's account is, that he appeared to Mary after 
she had delivered the message (not to the disciples, but) to 
himself and Peter, and had returned a second time to the 
sepulchre. 

I believe there are very few histories in the world wher^ 
difficulties of this sort, were they nicely inquired into, do not 
frequently occur. Writers of histoiy, to make one thread of 
story, lay hold of any circumstances to make a transition from 
one fact to another. A little agreement of the facts in place 
or time often serves ; and we read in or near the same place, 
or about the same time such and such things happened; in 
which exactness is not intended or expected. Aud bad w^^ 

SHEBL. VOL. V. N 
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tnothiog else to say on the preient difficulty, it would be suffi- 
jcient with-reasonable men. 

But as this seeming disagreement has been so strongly 
^insisted on, I desire the leader to consider the following obser- 
vations. 

1. St. Matthew's account >may very well consist with St. 
John's. St. Matthew does not say the women had delivered 
no message to the disciples, nor does St. John say they had 
delivered it to any but to himself and Peter. Consider then ; 
•the women who received the message .from the angel at their 
^rst going to the sepulchre could not deliver it to the disciples 
all at once ; for it is not to be supposed that 4hey were all 
•together so early in the morning : for which reason the women 
^probably divided themselves, and some went to some ofth^ 
disciples, and some to others ; and that Mary Magdalene, and 
■whoever else attended her, went in the first plaoe to Peter and 
John to inform them, intending to go4o others with likenotice* 
'But when they found that Peter and John went directly to the 
•sepulchre, they did, as it was extremely natural for Uiem to do, 
go after them, to see the sepulchre, which they had left in 
fear, but very desirous to view it again in company of the men^ 
intending soon to return and deliver the message to the other 
disciples. On this case it is evident they returned to the 
sepulchre before they had delivered their message, as they 
were required to do, to the disciples ; and St. Matthew might 
very well consider the appearance of Jesus as happening whilst 
they were employed in carrying the first message. And this 
accounts likewise for our Saviour's giving them a second 
message, -much to the same purpose and import as die first. 

2. There is no reason to think that St. Matthew's words are 
to be taken so strictly as to limit the appearance of Jesus to the 
women, to the very moment in which they passed from ..tttt 
sepulchre with the first message to the disciples* 

L. Because there could not, from the first going to the se*4 
pulchre to the end of the whole account, including the appear<- 
ance to Mary, be more than an hour at most employed ; and 
facts crowded so close together are ^scareely ever reported 
«nder different dateo. 
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^ 8. 3eca(ise ^ Matthew, tbro^ifig %ke v^ole transaction 
intp PQe continued story, would ^atpridly jponsider no mQt^ 
ikm the general order in whiqb iiiings happened, i^itbout dis* 
tinguislnng the short time which ihe whole took up ipto dif« 
ferent periods. 

3^ Bepause the language used by St^ Matthew does really 
import no more than the general order in which things hap-r 
pened ; he says, uts eiropevoPTo aTCayyetXai, * as they w^r9 
going to tell.* You have at verse 11* the very same way of 
speaking, vopevofjierwy bk avr&v. It is the very same note oi 
time^ for he speaks of the women's goijig with the message, 
and saysy ' now when they (the women) were going, behold 
the watch came into the city, and showed the chief priests all 
the things that were done.' Can any one suppose that the 
evangelist means more than that the watch went to the city 
about the same time that the women went ,to the disciples ? Or 
if it could possibly appear that the watch were really a quarter 
of an hour sooner or later than the women, would this^ in the 
opinion of any man living, impeach the credit of the historian ? 
If any person desires more instances of these transitions, they, 
occur frequently in St. Matthew and in other writers of the 
!^^ew Testament. 

As to the order in which we have placed the transactions at 
the sepulchre, by comparison of the four evangelists together, 
it is confirmed and established beyond all doubt by the acr. 
count which tha two disciples going to fmmaus give our 
Saviour. This, say they, is the third day since the crucif>. 
iGixion ; ' yea, and certain women also of our company made 
MS astonished, which were early at the sepulchre ; and when 
they found not his body, they came, saying, that they had seen 
a vision of angels, which said that he was alive^ And certain 
of them that were with us went to the sepulchre, and found it 
Qven so as the women had said ; but him they saw not.'* 
Compare this with St. ]Luke's own account, and St. John's as 
f(ur as it relates to what himself and Peter, did at the sepulchre,! 
and you will find the facts reported in the same order. These 

* Luke xxiv.'Sl. &c. 
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two disciples left Jerasalem as soon as Peter and Jotiii bad 
made their report, and before Mary Magdalene had reportedl 
the appearance of Christ to her, or had delivered his message 
to the disciples ; which prores that the account as it stands 
in St. Matthew, including the appearance to Mary Magdalene^ 
Iras not told to the disciples at once, but must be accounted for 
in the manner above-mentioned ; otherwise these two disciples 
must have kYioWn of the appearance of Christ, as well as of 
the other circumstances prior to it, which they so punctually 
relate. 

You see here plainly that the two disciples, speaking of the 
first visit the women made to the sepulchre, say, ' they found 
not his body ;' and thence the Considerer infers they never saw 
him ; expressly contrary to the account given by St. John of 
their second visit to the sepulchre. And for want of observing* 
the series of the story, he goes on mistaking and confounding 
the circumstances which belong to the first and the second visit 
to the sepulchre, and triumphs in discovering contradictions in 
the evangelists ; whereas, in truth, the only thing he has dis- 
covered is, that he does not understand them. 

In stating thus the series and Order of what passed at the 
sepulchre, there is one difficulty only to be accounted for ^ 
namely, St. John speaks of the appearance of Jesus to Mary 
Magdalene only ; St. Matthew speaks of it as made to more 
than one ; and St. Mark says that Jesus appeared first to 
Mary Magdalene, which may be thought not to agree with St. 
Matthew's account. 

Now though St. John speaks only of Mary Magdalene, she 
being the principal person ; and it being not at all necessary to> 
his purpose to mention more (for a message delivered by her 
accounts as well for his going to the sepulchre as if it had been 
delivered by twenty) ; yet if you consider what Mary Magda* 
lene says herself, it will appear that she was not alone. Her 
words are, ' they have taken the Lord out of the sepulchre, and 
we know not where they have laid him.' We imports that she 
had others with her at delivering this message ; and if she 
had, it cannot be supposed that they left her to go alone to the 
sepulchre when she followed Peter and John, or permitted 
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ber to stay behind them alone at the sepulchre. Consequently 
the appearance was to Mary Magdalene when others were with 
her, though she only is mentioned by St. John throughout his 
account. 

As to St. Mark, he says, ^ Jesus appeared first to Mary 
Magdalene.' His meaning is that the first appearance he 
made was to her ; but that it was to her only he does not say. 
And it is manifest that the word Jirst (vpwrov) relates to the 
order of appearances ; for it follows, ver. 12. after that he 
appeared in another form to two of them, and ver, 14. afterward 
he appeared unto the eleven. The first appearance then was 
certainly to Mary Magdalene; but whether to her alone 
depends on a careful comparison of the evangelists together. 
And on the whole I think the account here given seems to me 
to be the most probable ; which I would be understood to say, 
without prejudice to other interpretations which many worthy 
and learned writers have followed. 

But let us now look back to the variations between thd 
three first evangelbts, which we passed over before. 

1. The first is, that St. Mark and St. Luke say, * the womea 
came early to the sepulchre bringing spices;' St, Matthew 
BBjs nothing of their bringing spices. 

It gives light to any piece of history to show the, motives of 
the principal actions recorded; but where the fact itself iii 
the only material thing, such circumstances may or may not 
be added, as the historian pleases. In the present case the 
fact itself, that the women were early at the sepulchre, saw the 
stone rolled away, and the body not there, are the only mate* 
rial things in the narration. And whether they came early to 
the sepulchre, for one reason or for another, is of little con- 
sequence ; and is in the discretion of the writer to add or omit 
the reason as he pleases, without prejudice to the history, 
which depends on the truth of the fact only. St. Matthew has 
said nothing to intimate that they did not bring spices, nor 
has he assigned any other reason for their ' coming ; and the 
Considerer excepted, I believe no man can discern any con-^ 
trariety in the accounts, 

2, The second is, that St. Matthew says the two Marys 
came to the sepulchre ; St. Mark, the two Marys and Salome ; 
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St. Lttk«, tfa0 w€m^n who catne from GkiKI^^ and he teckotm} 
rtt. 11. th« t^o Mai7»^ Joaima^ and other women widi them*. 

The thtee^ evangelistic agfee ifr noiniiig the two Marjs as the 
principal persons concerned ; some of them mention othees a» 
heiuf in their c6in^y. And thi» is a varifatioii whidi I 
believe haj^ns in eveiry part of story rented by different 
writers, atid is no diiieredit to any. Suppose HMtl three news^ 
writers sho«M give on aveouat of opening a sessions of parHif* 
nent The firiM^ should say, ** the king, attended by the 
jprince, came to patlkuneifl :'* th« second, ** the \tk9§^ aiteadedl 
by the prince and the dnke :*' the third, ** th4 king^ attendefi 
by the pfinee, th^ dnke^ and the pHnctpal officen of stat^ :'^ 
woald any ttnan lif i^ng ima^me he saw contradictions in; tfaesia 
accounts ? Why then id the gospel sospeated in a case wkaite 
no other hktof y in the world woiM be suspected ? 

S« The ^nk^ aaewer aiay be aipplied to the third variatioa» 
as far as it relates to the nuwber of aiigeb sOenv The iiie»* 
tibnisg oiM^'waa sNifiefent to answer all the purposes of the 
history ; and he Who says there were two, does not contradict 
faim who mentions one, unless he has said there was bat one, 
which none of the erangelists has said. > 

The Coosiderer thinks, there is no harmony among the 
evangelists, b^ceose iSfhae speak of the women seeing angeb, 
othcars call them men^ He might have said ^, Loke contra^ 
diets himself; for be calls them both men and angeis in differ^ 
ent parts of his relation* The tmth is, the angels are some* 
times ealled men beoaose they appeared in the fof m of men ; 
for the same reason that Abraham called the angels men, who 
appeared to Mm on the plains of MaoB^* 

4. St< Matthew and St. Mark agree in the message sent by 
the angels to the disciples^ that he would * go before them tote 
Galilee.' St* Luke has not expressly menti6fled the raessagOy 
but has said nothing inconsistent with it. The angels tell the 
women, * He is not here ; he is risen ; remember how he spake 
ruUto you;' exactly agreeable to St. Matthew's account: ' He 
•is not here ; he is risen, as he said/ As soon as the womea 
had received this information from the angels, he says they 
/went and told the disciples ; and do says St. Matthew. The 
jnoBsag^ then^as delivered by the angels^ and whatever eh» 
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lia{){>eneJ ai the sepulchre at the first visit made by the women-, 
afcands clear of all difficulties. 

, B^t it. may be proper here to. take notice of the second 
message given by our Saviour himself, and mentioned by St^ 
Mtttthew and St. John. St. Matthew gives the second 
message in the same words^ with the first : ' Tell my brethren ' 
that they go into GaMlee, and there shall they see me/' St. 
Jbhtt says, tell them * I ascend unto my Father and your* 
Father, and to my God and your God.' It is very probable 
that th& words ia St. Matthew and those' in? St. John are 
paiftsf of the^ same' message ; and St; John, finding the first 
pact reported by the evangeMsts before hitUy left it as he found 
it, adding only the second part. As the first message- im^ 
ported W9 more tiian that they should see him again before he 
left them,, and plainly intimated that the- time wa9 come to ^ 
take leave e^ tibem, (otherwise what occasion was &ere to 
appoint this meeting merely to see him, if he was to continue 
widi them ?)^ — this* bein^, I say, the case, tiie o&er evangelists^ 
mention the first part of the message as including the whole ; 
St^ Joh» adds, the lifter part to explaio and ascertain the 
meaning.' The whole message then will stand thus: ''Go,., 
tetl my disci|^e9 to go into Gidilee p there they shall see me 
before 1 leave this* worlds and aseend to my Father and your- 
Father,^ &e« Is not this message all of a piece f Does not. 
6n« part imf»ly and infdr the other ? If the Considerer can ' 
tlitttk otherwise, he has* a greater talent (and indeed I think ' 
be has) ef raising eontradictions than any philosopher, either 
mreral or immforal, ever had be^re him. 

The Con^derer has farther difficulties still. *' By St. Luke,'^ 
he isays, '' it appears that the men were at the sepulchre after" 
tbe angels were gone ; but by St. John, that they were there 
before- the angels came. Therefore either the men did not see 
the angels, or the witnesses do not agree in their evidence about" 
it.'^ What a work is here about nothing ! Who told him the 
men did see the angels ? It i? manifest they did not. The first 
appearance of angels was before Peter and John came; the 
sleeond was* after they were gone. But the Considerer wants 9t 
reason to be given why the angels withdrew, as he expresses 
it, on th&JBiea's comii^? Be may as well inquire Vhy they 
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ft^re withdrawn now. If God thought proper tb inform the 
women of the resurrection hy an appearance of angels^ and 
not the men, he had his reasons, and wise ones doubtless^ 
though the Considerer cannot see them. 

But we have not yet done : St. Matthew reports that Mary 
* held Jesus by the feet, and worshipped him ;' St. John, that 
Jesus said to her, * touch me not.' Here the Considerer i» 
puzzled again; but what offends him I cannot imagine. If' 
Mary had not laid hold of Jesus's feet, he could have had no 
occasion to say, 'touch me not.' These words therefore iu^ 
St. John suppose the case to have been as represented l^y^ 
St. Matthew; and yet the Considerer eannot or will not 
see it. ^ . 

, From the words,' ^ touch me not ; for I am not yel ascended - 
to my Father^' a suspicion had been raised by Woolston thai 
Christ's body was not a real tangible body ; and the author of 
the Trial had exposed and confuted so weak and groundless a 
suggestion, f* It could not, as he had proved, be inferred from 
the words, * touch me not ;' for thousands say it every day^ 
without giving the least suspicion that their bodies are not ca**' 
pable of being touched : nor from the words * I am not yet as-*' 
cended to my Father ;' for though there is a difficulty in these 
words, there is no difficulty in seeing that they have no rela-^ 
tion to Christ's body, for of his body nothing is said.*' And 
what says the Considerer ? Why, if the words ' touch me not/ 
says he, did not signify * touch not my body,' what did they 
signify? The author of the Trial, you see, had said that these 
words, * I am not ascended to my Father,' had no relation to 
Christ's body, and the Considerer represents him as saying 
that the words * touch me not* had no relation to it. This ia 
the Considerer's method of answering books; because he fihda 
it difficult to answer what the author, has said, he is resolved U> 
confute what he has not said. 

The next appearance of Christ was on the day of the resur-« 
rection, to two disciples in their road to Emmaus. St. Mark 
has just mentioned this story ;* but we are indebted to St» 
ii^uke for the particulars of it.f One of the two, St. Luk^ 

^ Chap. xTi« JI2« i Chap, xxiv. 13. &c. 
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tetis us, was Cleophas ; and the other, if we may bielieve the- 
Considerer, was Simon Peter, Who it really was is of little- 
importance in itself; that it was not Simon Peter, whatever he 
thinks of the matter, is most evident. Had Peter been pre^> 
sent, it is not likely that an inferior disciple would have been 
the principal spokesman ; especially when a part of the con-* 
versation turned on Peter himself. It is the less likely, be- 
cause St. Peter was probably then at Jerusalem, where the 
same evangelist informs us the eleven were gathered together. ''^ 
But to put the matter out of all doubt, when the two disciples 
returned from Emmaus to the Apostles at Jerusalem, they found 
them discoursing about an appearance of Christ to Simon 
Peter; * the Lord is risen indeed, and hath appeared to Simon.'f 
I desire to know what appearance the evangelist means here ? 
Is it that to the two disciples in the road to Emmaus ? Impos- 
sible. These disciples had not yet made their report ; and it 
will be too much foi* the Considerer to say that the eleven 
knew it by inspiration. 

If the reader is desirous to know how the Considerer came" 
by this notion, I think I can inform him. It is founded, if I 
mistake not, on this very passage, * the Lord is risen, and hath 
appeared to Simon,' which proves the direct contrary. Had 
the Considerer argued that Moses wrote the Pentateuch, there- 
fore Simon Peter was the companion of Cleophas, it would 
have been much more excusable ; because though it would not 
have proved his conclusion to be true, it would not, as thi^^ 
text does, prove it to be false. The Considerer supposes that 
to be a report of the two disciples to the eleven, which was in 
fact a report of the eleven to them, viz. that ' the Lord was risen 
and had appeared to Simon.' Insensible of this blunder, evi-^ 
dent as it is, he goes on, and raises this very wise reflexion on it, 
that it '* seems as if it did not appear to be the Lord to Cleo*^ 
phas, but to Simon only;" an inference impertinent enough, 
had his construction of the passage been right ; but what can 
be said of it, when the construction is so manifestly wrong ? 

His remarks on the story itself are just as groundless asr 

* Chap. xxiv. 24. t Ibid. 34. 
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those on the persons of the two dteoiples. He is, I suppose^ 
offended at it« bedaute there appears to be something ntiracu-^ 
lous in it* Miracles he treats everywhere as absurd and im- 
possible, and seems to think that God has no more authority 
in his own creation than he and I have. 8t« Mark says our 
Saviour appeared to the two disciples in another form; St* 
Luke, that ' their eyes were holden ;' and this the Considerer 
places to the account of contradictions ; ^* one evangelist mak* 
ing the cause to be in the object, and the other in the eyes»" 
It is strange the gentleman will not understand common lan-^ 
gnage. Who does not see that the evangelists meant to e^-* 
press the self-same thing ? If Jesus appeared in another form, 
their eyes of course were holden, that they should not know 
him : all that the historians mean to intimate is, that there 
was an impediment, which prevented their knowing him. That 
this might happen either in a natural or supernatural way, the 
author of the Trial has shown in a manner agreeable to reason 
and true philosophy, and such as will correspond exactly with 
the expressions of both evangelists* The Considerer has 
thought proper to take no notice of this, or none that deserves 
any answer. 

One question however he has put in regard to this story, to 
which I shall give him an answer. The question is this: 
^* Can any good reason be given why Jesus did not diseover 
himself to them by the way, and give them the joy which such 
discovery would have made V 

. Now the point discussed on the road was, whether it was 
not agreeable to prophecy that Christ should suffer and rise 
again from the dead. Christ himself undertook to prove this 
proposition at large from the Scriptures of the Old Testament, 
and the argument seemed to have its intended effect. Suppose 
now he had first made himself known, and then entered on 
this argument, what would have been the consequence ? Plainly 
Uiis ; the surprise of seeing one from the dead, and the autho** 
rity of Christ reasoning from the Scriptures, must have dis- 
turbed their judgment, and made them perhaps submit to his 
interpretation of the prophecies, without considering whether 
just or not .The plain reason therefore why the discovery 
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t^as not made sooner », that he might convince their UB<kr^ 
sftandiags first on the strength of reason and argument, whilst 
their minds were yet free from any impression by the event 
itself, and the irresistible force ik Christ's own authority. 
This reason ought to have great weight with the Considerer, 
because it is founded on a maxim very much talked of, though- 
very little observed by the gentlemen of his stamp, that all 
prejudice and prepossession should be excluded in searching 
after truth. 

The appearance of our Saviour at different times to the- 
women and to one or two of the disciples detached from the^ 
rest, adds no small weight to the general evidence of the re- 
airrection. But the greatest point singly considered, is hi» 
showing himself to the whole body of disciples; eating, 
drinking, and conversing with them, and giving them an op- 
portunity of being satisfied of the fact at leisure, by all proper 
methods of trial, and by the variety of evidence that a matter' 
of fact is capable of. Such appearances there are several.' 
The credit of them stands on the united testimony of all the 
New Testament writers. The four evangelists, the author of 
the Acts, and St. Paul are unanimous in the point. And what' 
has the Considerer opposed to evidence so full and strong f 
why he is puzzling himself and his readers with some cir* 
onmstances of time and place, which he either does not or 
will not understand ; comparing the conciseness of one writer 
with the copiousness of another, mistaking one appearance for 
another, and with his usual decency calling them inconsistent 
cies, improbabilities, absurdities, and contradictions. 
; Be his objections what they will, the importance of the sub- 
ject demands what the writer has no claim to, a serious answer/ 
I shall therefore compare the several writers of the gospel toge-> 
ther, as to the manner of stating the fact, and take notice of the 
Considerer's exceptions as they fall in my way. I would ask 
then, wherein do Matthew, Mark, and Luke differ as to the 
point in question ? Do they not agree one and all that Christ ' 
showed himself to the eleven Apostles? This, I think, is 
granted. And do they not farther agree with regturd to his dis- 
course^ that it was in sum and . substance the same ? This the 
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Considerter does not deny. Where then lies the difference f 
Why Matthew, it seems, '^ disagrees with Luke as to time anct 
place; for Matthew says it was at a mountain in Galilee; 
whereas, according to Luke, it was at Jerusalem." The Con-* 
3iderer will excuse me if I take no notice of his pretended dif-* 
ference of time ; the matter of place being once explained, the 
time will rectify itself. 

It is allowed then that the place of interyiew, according 
to St. Matthew, was in Galilee ; according to St. Luke, at^ 
Jerusalem. What then ? Does St. Matthew say that he 
met his disciples nowhere but in Galilee, or St. Luke that 
be saw them only at Jerusalem? Nothing like it. What 
hinders then, but that they might meet both in Galilee and 
Jerusalem ? The Considerer thinks that, in the sense of 
these wrtt^^, they met for the first and last time ; but here 
agatn he concludes, as usual, a great deal too fast, and out- 
runs his eyidence. Does either of them declare that it was 
the first and last time ? No. What circumstance then is it, 
on which the Considerer builds so positive a conclusion ? Why 
it IS this; neither of these writers mentions more than one in*- 
terview with Christ and his Apostles, therefore in their sense of 
the matter there could be but one. Is this the logic that is 
to proye Christ and his Apostles to be cheats and impos- 
tors? '^to show mankind the stupid nature of bigotry, and to 
hold forth the acceptable light of truth V Is it not amazing 
that a man should set up for a disturber of religion, who is so 
poorly provided with that natural logic of common sense which 
all men are born with? 

Had the Considerer had the least inclination to treat the 
gospel with any fairness, he could not have mistaken so egre- 
giously in this part. '* Matthew and Luke," he observes, 
^'disagree in time and place." Is it not a natural consequence 
that they speak of different appearances ? Doubtless it is. But 
instead of making this use of it, he supposes them, without the 
least proof for it, to speak of one and the same appearance, and 
to contradict one another in assigning different times and places. 

But tha,t there may not remain any doubt or obscurity on 
this part of the history^ it is proper to take notice of the rea^ 
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8011 why the message sent from the sepulchre appointed the 
disciples to go into Galilee to see Jesus, though he notwith- 
standing appeared to them that very night at Jerusalem. 

Our blessed Lord before his crucifision told his disciples^ 
' After that I am risen, I Mill go before you into Galilee.'*' 
This was the evidence he promised to give of his resuitection > 
and Galilee probably was chosen for the place, because he 
had spent much time, and had many disciples there who were 
to have this evidence given them. This then was the public, 
appearance of which our Lord had given notice in his lifetime ; 
whereas the appearances at Jerusalem were not on notice given ^^ 
and were to the eleven Apostles, and to such only as hap-r 
pened to be with them. 

The angels therefore, and our Lord himself in his first ap-*> 
pearance, remind the disciples to go into Galilee to receive 
the evidence he had promised to give them of his resurrection. 
There was no occasion to mention his intention to see them that 
night at Jerusalem, of which no expectation had been, given. 

Now though the appearance at Jerusalem was to the elevetf 
only, yet the message to meet him in Galilee was to all his 
disciples. St. Mark makes the promise of this appearance to 
concern the women as well as the men. The words of the an-» 
gels to the women are, * there shall ye see him as he said unto 
you.' This then was a public meeting before an assembly 
warned to be present ; and here it was (as there is great reason 
to suppose) that our Lord appeared to about five hundred bre- 
thren at once, according to the relation made by St. Paul.f 

The intermediate appearance to the Apostles interfered not 
with this appointment, which was observed by the Apostle». 
who went into Galilee to see Jesus there. This being the ap- 
pearance foretold, and the evidence specially promised, St.^ 
Matthew passes over all the other appearances, and reports this 
as the completion of our Lord's prophecy, as the assurance 
given in his lifetime, repeated by the angels, and by himself ^ 
at the sepulchre. He mentions the eleven only as travelling 
into Galilee, in obedience to the command they received ; but 

* Mattb. xxvi. 32. Mark xiv. 28. t 1 Cor» XV. 



it 1ft to be collected from his nhort accoimt that oihers 
present and saw the Lord ; for be says of the eleven* ' when 
they saw bim they worshipped him' — and adds, ^ but som^ 
doubted ;' who can hardly be supposed to be any of those 
who had seen him before at Jerusalem, and on seeing bim now^ 
Worshipped him. 

Bat it may be proper to consider under one view the several 
appearances of Jesus, and the order of them, as it may be called 
from the sacred historians. 

. 1. The firBt, which was at or near the sepulchre, to Mary 
Magdalene and other women, has been accounted for at large 
already. 

2. That to the two disciples going to Emmaus was on the. 
day of the resurrection, and is attended with no material diffi* 
culty arising from the account as to time or place^ or any 
other circumstances. The Considerer has no fault to find, but 
that there is something miraculous in the circumstuices of it. 
This too has been considered, as far as was necessary. 

3. The same day our Lord appeared to St. Peter, but whe- 
ther before he conversed with the two disciples or after, is not^ 
certain. It was not till after the two disciples had left Jemsa* 
lem, and set out for Emmaus; for it appears in the account- 
they give our Lord of what had come to their knowlege, that 
they knew nothing of any appearance to Peter ; and yet it was 
before these two disciples returned to Jerusalem, for they' 
found the eleven discoursing of this appearance to Peter. It is 
doubtful therefore whether of the two last mentioned should be- 
placed first; but they both happened on the day of the resur- 
rection. 

4. The next in order is the appearance on the evening of the*' 
same day unto the eleven, mentioned by St. Mark xvi. 14* 
and St. Luke xxiv. 36. and St. John xx, 19. St. Luke and 
St. John plainly enough describe the time of this appearance ; 
and that St. Mark means the same appearance may be coU 
lected from our Saviour upbraiding the eleven — ' because they 
believed not them which had seen him after he .was risen;*! 
which shows that this was the first time he had appeared to 
them himself. : r * 
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* 5. The appearakice to the eleven when Thomas was with 
them^ John xx. 26. which was eight days after. 

6. The appearance to the seventy disciples at the sea of 
Tiberias^ John xxi. 1. 

7. The appearance in Galilee mentioned expressly by SU. 
Matthew only^ but referred to ^^cts i« 4. 

8. The appearance at Jerusalem before his ascension, Acts 
u 6. It is plain this appearance was at Jerusalem ; for rer. 4* 
otnr Lord orders the Apostles to tarry at Jerusalem ; and that 
he met them just before his ascension is evident, ver. 12« for 
theyretnroed to Jerusalem, from whence they had followed 
him to Mount Olivet, to be witnesses of his ascension. 

I omit the relation of appearances given by St. Paul, 1 Cor*- 
XV. for his account creates no difficulty. - 

The time of the five first appearances is clear enough. The 
sixth, which is the appearance at the sea of Tiberias, was before 
the command given them not to depart from Jerusalem, for after 
that command they could not have gone to the sea of Tiberias. 
The seventh then was that wherein they received the command 
to. stay at Jerusalem, and was the appearance appointed in Ga^ 
lilee by our Lord in his lifedme> and by the angels at the se*' 
pulchre. The eighth was the last, and is rightly placed as to* 
the order of time and as to the place ; for it followed the in-^ 
junction to stay at Jerusalem, and was that wherein our Lord' 
ascended, which was the last appearance to the Apostles* 

Let us see now whether by this light we can account for the' 
manner in which the evangelists relate these appearances. If 
you read Matthew by himself, you have an account of one ap-^ 
pearance only. The same may be said with respect to Mark- 
Mid Luke, who both seem to speak of the same appearance^ 
bot manifestly a different one from that of St. Matthew, which' 
was in Galilee; whereas the other was at Jerusalem. HoW' 
oomes it now to pass that these evangelists mention each of 
them but one appearance, if there were indeed so many more ? 
The truth is, that the evangelists did not write full histories of 
ottf Saviour's life, but short annals or commentaries; and 
sometimes contracted into one discourse or narration things 
relisting to the same matter, thpogh spoken or done at diffarefit 
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times. What St. John says of his own gospel, * many other 
signs did Jesus in the presence of his disciples, which are not^ 
written in this book,'* may be said very fairly of the rest. The 
words of St. John follow immediately after the account he has' 
given of the appearances to the disciples after the resurrection, 
and probably referred to the opinion in his gospel of many other 
appearances made to the disciples. 

Now though St. Matthew reports only the appearance in 
Galilee, and St. Mark and St, Luke seem to report only that 
«on the day of the resurrection at Jerusalem ; yet St. Mark has 
given a plain intimation of that in Galilee, by the message 
from the angels to the disciples ; and St. John has reported 
and distinguished three appearances, and given notice that 
there were others not written in his book. 

St. Luke, in the Acts of the Apostles, has referred to several 
appearances, telling us that ' Jesus showed himself alive after 
his passion by many infallible proofs, being seen of them forty 
days, and speaking of the things pertaining to the kingdom of 
God.'t You have here a concise general account of our 
Lord's appearing to his disciples, and of the subject-matter of 
bis discourses to them at those times, that he spoke * of the 
things pertaining to the kingdom of God.* After this general 
account he mentions two distinct appearances, which were 
necessary to be taken notice of, to introduce the account he 
had to give of the ascension. The first is that wherein he 
orders them to ^ tarry at Jerusalem;' the second is that at 
Jerusalem, when he took leave of them and ascended. The 
first of these appearances is remarkably introduced, ver. 4. * and 
being assembled together with them ;* the original is, racavvaXi- 
Sofievos : suppie avrovs ; which words are properly to be ren- 
dered, * and having assembled them together.'^ The other 
appearances recorded seem to be accidental, by our Lord*9 
coming in when the eleven were not together; but this is 
spoken of as a meeting summoned by himself, and was, I doubt 
not, that meeting which he had appointed the day of his resur- ' 
rection, by the message sent to the disciples by the angels and . 

* John XX. 30. t Acts, i* 3. X Vid. Grotinm in loc. 
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by himself, and is the very same meeting in Galilee mentioned 
by St. Matthew. At this meeting St. Luke says, the disciples 
received the order to tarry at Jerusalem ; after which they 
could not travel into Galilee, as they were commanded, and 
consequently this appearance was itself the appearance s.% 
Galilee; or happened after it, which there is no reason to 
think. 

The disciples being thus ordered to Jerusalem, repair thither^ 
* When they therefore were come together, they asked himji 
Wilt thou at this time restore the kingdom to Israel V ver. 6. 
This question was not asked at the assembling mentione4 
ver. 4. which is clearly distinct from that mentioned ver. Q. for 
what occasion was there to mention again their coming toge- 
ther, after we had been just told they were together ? Had it 
been said, ' then they asked,' <&c. it would have been a con^ 
tinuation of the discourse with the same assembly; but when 
their meeting together is so distinctly mentioned, it shows it to 
be another and a different meetings after the disciples were got 
together at Jerusalem. 

At this meeting our Lord assures them they should receive 
power by the coming of the Holy Ghost, then led them to. 
Bethany, or Mount Olivet, and in their presence ascended » 

Let us examine now how far these particular accounts wil( 
enable us to adjust the abridged narration of our Saviour's 
appearances in the three first evangelists. The fullest is that 
of St. Luke : he mentions our Lord's appearing to the elevenj^ 
and those with them on the evening of the resurrection. But 
it is manifest, under that appearance, he brought together th^ 
sum of what was done, and said by our Saviour during ht3 
abode on earth after the resiirrection. For he begins to speak^ 
of his appearing the day of the resurrection, xxiv. 38. and 
continues his narration to the ascension, ver. 51. He tells u« 
himself in the Acts, that there were forty days between the 
resurrection and ascension. It is undeniable^ then that hiai 
account in the gospel is an abridged account of what passed in^ 
our Lord's meeting his disciples during that time ; and this 
clearly appears to be the case by comparing his abridged 
account with the more particular accounts already mentioned^; 
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Luke xxiv. from yene 96. to^ 
4D. inclasiTe — you haye- the/ 
Mune aeeoant of wiiat passefd NJohn xx. 19. 20. 
itt the first appearance which L 
St. John gives. J 

' At verse 49. you have whatx 

passed at the meeting in Gali-f Matth. xxviii. 16. &c. 
lee, mentioned by Matthew ^ Acts i.' 4, 
and Luke. j" 

' At verse 56. 51. you have 
ivhat passed at the last meet- 
ing at Jerusalem, before the f Acts i. 6 — 9* 
ascension mentioned in the 4 Mark xvL 19. 
Acts, and referred to in St. 
Mark. 

* St. Luke sajrs that our Lord came to the eleven just as the 
two disciples had reported what had passed in the journey to 
Emmaus ; and as our Lord expounded to them the Scriptures 
and eat with them, so now he gives the same evidence and the 
4ame exposition of the Scriptures to the rest : and surely it was 
It natural thing to take up the same discourse, and open the 
understandings of the eleven, as he had opened the under- 
kanding of the two before, and to give them the same evidence 
6f the reality of his resurrection, and this takes up from ver. 4|, 
to 48. 

St. Mark's narration is shorter than St. Luke*s, but plainly 
of the same kind : he begins with an account of our Saviour's 
kppearing^ as St. Luke does, xvi. 14. and ends with his ascen- 
sion, verse 19. 

But as much abridged as these accounts are, one material 
thing there is,' which none of the writers have omitted, namely, 
the commission then given to the Apostles ^ to teach all na^ 
tions,' and in consequence of it a promise of power and as- 
sistance from above.* St. Luke says. Acts i. 3. that the sub- 

'^ Mattfa. xxvifi. 19. 26. Mark xvi. 15. Luke xxfv. 47. 48. 49: 

lohttxx« 21. !^. . -'-"■'■■ - 
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j/det 6f his discourses to his disciples were * Che things per« 
taining to the kingdom of God.' These things are transmitted 
to us by every writer ; and though none has mentioned every 
particular appearance, yet the sum of what was said at all the 
appearances is faithfully recorded by alL 

I have stated this part of our Saviour's history for the sake 
cff those who have patience and attention enough to consider 
it; and I hope such may find some light and satisfaction from 
what has been said» But with regard not only to this, but to 
alt other parts of the history, it may be proper to observe that 
the number of writers makes amends for the deficiencies erf any 
one. The. Christian has a large field to range in ; he is not to 
seek his faith in one evangelistf but in all. In all together he 
is sure to find a satisfactory account of bis Master^s life and 
doctrine ; abundantly sufficient to direct his judgment, to con-^ 
^ince his understanding, and to give him the satisfaction that is 
proper for a rational being. 

It is to no purpose to go over the Considerer*s objections te 
this part of the history. All he luui said will, by comparing il 
with the foregoing account, be found to be built on his owh 
mistakes. Some of them seem to be wilful; he supposes Mat* 
t^ew and Mark, who report our Lord's order to meet him in 
Galilee, to be contradicted by St. Luke, who reports an order 
to them not to depart from Jerusalem. He could not, I thinks 
bat see that these were different orders, given at different times 
and on different occasions. But be it to.himself. 

Ui» objections to the relation given of the ascension of Jesus 
are of the same kind, and they will be easily accounted for by 
oousidering the series of the transactions above. 

It is scarce worth while to observe, because it is obvious to 
tbe most indifferent reader, that after the revolt of Judas, the 
eleven was the current style for the whole college of Apostlea; 
and after the call of Matthias to the Apostolate, they were 
again called ike twelve. In virtue of thi^ style, a general 
meeting of the Apostles is called a meeting of ike eleven^ or of 
ihe twelve f though one or more may happen to be absent. This 
ie agreeable to both ancient and modem usage in the case of 
senates, councils, and the like. Hence it is that St. Lukd 
^yt^, XiXY. 20« *■ the ekven .were gathered together/ though it 
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appears by St. John, xx. 24. that Thomas was absent. St. Paul» 
1 Cor. XV. 5. calls it a meeting of the twelve, because he was 
not converted till after the election of Matthias, when that 
came again to be the usual style. Had the Considerer had 
sense enough to have seen this, (and a very little would have 
been sufficient for the purpose,) he might have spared himself 
the trouble and the shame of charging St. John, St. Luke, and 
St. Paul with contradicting one another. But he might per^^ 
haps hope that his readers would excuse a small blunder, for 
the sake of some beauties that rise out of it ; such as his query 
with regard to St. Paul's account, '* whether Judas was there 
to make up the number ?" And his excuse for the Apostle, 
that " perhaps he had forgotten that one of them was fallen 
asleep :" conceits which he is so fond of, that they have 
passed the censure of his and his friend's second thoughts. 

The story which St. John has left us of St. 'thomas is tso 
strong a proof of the resurrection of Christ, and so remarkable 
an evidence of the reality of his body, that I do not wonder 
to find the Considerer displeased with it. He has attacked it' 
with a double portion of the spirit of folly and impiety, and' 
has not, that I can find, dropped kny thing that carries the face 
of an objection. He thinks his infidelity very extraordinary, 
because he would not believe that Jesus was risen from the 
dead, except he saw and felt the wounds that caused his death, 
and asks if these were better to be known than the form of his 
person, which they had so often seen. This I am afraid car-^ 
ties an implication with it which the Considerer was not 
aware of; that Thomas had no reason to be so nice andscru-^' 
pulouR ; that the evidence of sight and the well known idea 
of his face and person were sufficient for conviction. Truth, I 
find, will sometimes obtrude itself pn a man, even against hij^ 
thoughts and inclinations. As to the wounds that caused 
his death, there is not, that I can find, one word about 
Wounds in this whole story. The rviros rwy ^\wv, the print of 
the nails, or the scar that was left after the wounds were cured, 
is two or three times repeated, but nothing farther. Why 
then does the Considerer talk of wounds ? Why, to introduce 
this very wise question : '' is it to be supposed that the power 
which raised him: to life did not cure those wounds ?'' It itf 
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ti^ith judt as little meaning that he aaks» whether *' another 
person who might have a mind to deceive could not make 
scars?" The reader, I believe, will nbt expect to have a formal 
confutation of such impertinent and senseless suggestions; 
barely reciting them is exposing them effectually. 

Much about the same size with these is another exception 
he makes to this story. Because the wound in the side is 
mentioned only by St. Jbhn, he thinks Thomas and the other 
Apostles knew nothing of the matter. As if so extraordinary 
a circumstance was likely to be a secret to any of them ; and 
as if Thomas's direct appeal to this circumstance was not a 
demonstration that it was no secret to him. I leave it with 
the reader, without any farther answer, as one instance amongst 
a thousand, of the folly and absurdity into which a man is sure 
to be betrayed when the unclean spirit of singularity has once 
seized him. The Considerer has said something more of this 
piece of history, but it is so like the sample already given, that 
it would be an affront to the reader to take any farther notice 
of it. 

After having gone through his proofs against the credit of 
the gospel history, the Considerer returns to the * Trial of the 
Witnesses.' The author of the Trial had observed that in all 
cases of consequence men take care to make choice of proper 
unexceptionable witnesses, that the same care was taken in the 
T^surrection, and then adds, '' How comes it to pass then, that 
the very thing which shuts out all suspicion in other cases, 
should in this case only be of all others the most suspicious 
thing itself." The Considerer answers, *' because this cai^ 
of all others is the most uncommon." Is that a reason why it 
should not be supported by the best evidence that human wis-* 
dom is able to think of in the roost material cases ? He goe9 
on : <* is it not absurd that the meanest witnesses should be 
picked and culled out for the best and greatest affairs?" 
What he intends by the meanest I know not. Men may surely 
be good witnesses without having great estates, and be able to 
report what they see with their eyes without being philoso-- 
phers : as far then as the truth of the resurrection depended oa 
the evidence .of sense, the Apostles were duly qualified. But 



iiow corned he to lay such stress on their meanness^ Did {hiefr 
Bieanness stand in the way of the evidence, which arose ffoi^ 
the great powers with which they were endowed from above ? 
Consider their natural and supernatural <{ualifications, they 
were in every respect proper witnesses ; take these 4|ualifioa^ 
tions together, and they were witnesses without exception. But 
the C3onsiderer thinks the Apostles were ** intevested in liie 
affair, and that half-a-dozen watchmen would have been better 
than a dozen Apostles." I would fain know what sort of 
witnesses he requires. Suppose hidf-a*-dozen watchmen had 
seen and believed the resurrection, I doubt their being .be^ 
iievers would have been, in his way of reckoning, an objec^ 
tion ; he would have told us they expected commissions in the 
Messiah's army. Would he then have evidence from unbe^ 
Iievers ? A witness who does not believe the truth of what he 
iiffirms is a mere cheat. Nobody therefore could be a witness 
to the resurrection but a believer ; and such an one he esteems 
to be interested. But this is an absurd objection, because it is 
an objection to every honest witness that ever lived ; for everj 
honest witness believes the truth of what he says. If he means 
to charge the Apostles with views or hopes of temporal advan^ 
tage to themselves, he shows himself to be a mere stranger to 
the history of the church, or wilfully imposes on his ignorant 
readers. How much the Apostles endured and suffiered for 
the testimony of the truth, what havoc was made among the 
converts to Christianity by persecution on persecution for 
three hundred years together, until the empire became Chris-^ 
tian, is as notorious as any part of history ; and he may as 
^ell, and with as much truth, deny that there were any heathen 
emperors of Rome, as that .the Apostles and first Christians 
were afflicted, tormented, and put to cruel deaths by them. 

In the next page the Considerer repeats the old objection^ 
^' that Jesus did not show himself to the Jews after his resur^ 
rection.'^ This plea had been examined, and answered in tbf 
Trial ; and since .the Considerer has thought fit to pass over in 
silence what he found there, I must refer the reader to the Trial 
itself for an answer to this old objection. And if he wants 
ferther satisfaction, I lecommend to him a little piece written 
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on this point only, and published in 17dO.* The Considerer 
Wonders, ** that an extraordinary action, highly necessary Iq 
be known to mankind, should be so secretly done> that no man 
saw it ; and that Jesus should require men to beUeye his 
disciples rather than their own senses/' When so many saw 
him dead, and so many saw and conversed with him after he 
arose from the grave, it is surprising to hear this assertion, that 
no man saw the resurrection. Is any thing more wanting to 
complete a sensible proof of a resurrection, than to see a man 
dead and buried, and to see him alive again ? .But it seems 
the Jews could not believe the disciples in the report they 
made of the resurrection, without contradicting their own senses^i 
They had then, in this writer *s opinion, the evidence of sense 
against the truth .of the resurrection. This is great news, an4 
it is a pity this evidence was not produced ; it would have 
been material to inform us which of their senses afforded that 
evidence ; and by what means he came to know this piece of 
evidence which the Jews had, and which the world never 
heard of before, and which probably they will never hear of 
again. 

The author of the Trial had taken notice of our Saviour's 
prediction just before his death, that the Jews should see him 
no more, till they said, ' Blessed is he that cometh in the name 
of the Lord;'t and then added^ '^ the Jews were not in this 
disposition after the resurrection, nor are they in it yet." Th^ 
Considerer says that *' Jesus himself found them in that dis- 
position before his death;" and he refers for proof of this bold 
assertion to Luke xix. 38. The case there is this : on our 
Lord's entrance into Jerusalem, the multitude of disciples 
^ried, * Blessed be the king that cometh in the name of the 
Lord.' This was the language of the disciples only, and the 
Considerer does not think all the Jews were disciples. How 
comes he then to abuse the Scripture and his reader so grossly^ 
as to quote this passage as a proof of the disposition of the 

* ^ An impartial Examination and full Codfufation of the Argu- 
ment, &c. against the truth of our Saviour's Resurrection, viz. that 
be appeared only to the disciples.' 

t Luke xiii. 35. 
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Jews ? Did he not read in the very next verse that the phari<% 
sees called on Christ * to rebuke the disciples' for what they 
said ? How could he be so shameless as to give this for eyi<* 
dence, that the Jews were in a good disposition^ which proves 
so undeniably that they were in a bad one ? 

The author of the Trial observed that notwithstanding the 
story propagated among the people, that the disciples stole the 
body, yet in all the persecutions raised against them on several 
pretences, as of heresy, sedition, &c. they never were charged 
with any fraud in the resurrection. He observed too that the 
Christian faith, being grounded on the truth of the resurrection 
es the basis and foundation of the whole, ** the thing for which 
they suffered was the truth of the resurrection." ** So then,*' 
says this smart writer, ''the chief priests never so much as 
charged the Apostles with any fraud in the resurrection, but 
they put them to death because they believed it.'* 

I wish this writer loved trifling less, or that I liked it better, 
for at present it is too hard work to follow him. But I sub-r 
nit, and desire him to say whether every man that does not 
believe the story of the stealing the body by the disciples, 
must necessarily believe the resurrection ; if not, then surely 
the chief priests might, consistently with their notions, perse^* 
cute the Apostles for preaching the resurrection, though they 
did not charge them with stealing the body, or any fraud in 
contriving the resurrection. 

The evidence of the Spirit in the signs and wonders wrought 
by the disciples in confirmation of the truth of their doctrine, 
was insisted on in the Trial ; and I refer the reader to it, since 
the Considerer has made no reply to it. He says, *' in this 
age WQ have almost lost it, except amongst the disciples of the 

inspired Mr. Whitfield, who hits blown up a new light of it 

and has ventilated it by his bellows." What can be done with 
this profane buffoonery ! I am sorry to see it ; and if the author 
is not quite obdurate, I wish he may come to such a temper of 
mind as to be sorry for it too. 

When the Apostles were brought before the chief priests 
Md the council of the Jews, and preached to them the resur-r 
rection, Gamaliel, one of the council, said, ' if this be the work 
of men, it will come to nought ; but if it be of God, ye cannot 
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overthrow it.'* From this passage the author of the Trial 
argued that Gamaliel could not possibly have said this, or the 
Council heard it with patience^ if they had believed the resur- 
rection a cheat, and that the disciples had stole the body. The 
argument was too strong for the Considerer, and therefore he 
questions the truth of Gamaliels uttering these words ; and for 
fear that should not be sufficient, he says, '' Gamaliel might 
be so much a philosopher, as well as a scholar, to dissuade 
them from rigid persecution." How his philosophical notion 
of persecution comes in here is hard to say; one would think 
he was dreaming of persecution and talking in his sleep. The 
question is, how Gamaliel could make the supposition that the 
resurrection might be the work of God, if he knew it to be the 
fraud and cheat of men ? What hai^ Im notion of persecution 
to do here ? Besides, if; Gamaliel knew the Apostles to be 
cheats, would his philosophy about persecution incline him to 
spare cheats, who (if they were cheats) were guilty of forgery 
and perjury, and every other crime necessary to carry on such 
a fraud ? 

.The case of Agrippa, and the argument from it in the Trial, 
is much of the: same kind. The- Considerer supposes Agrippa 
to mean that Paul was mad» ai)d says, ^' he had told Paul 
before he: was a madman.'- Agrippa never did tell Paul so. 
The Considerer, I < suppose, mistook Agrippa for Festus. It 
was natural for the Roman soldier, who knew nothing of the 
Jewish prophets, when he: heard Paul appealing to them, to 
say, ' much learning had made him mad ;'-\ but to put these 
words into Agrippa's mouth, who was bred up in a regard to 
the prdphets, is quite out of character, as well as false in fact. 

SECTION IV. 

We have now gone through the Considerer's exceptions to 
the evidence of the resurrection, and to the defence of that evi- 
dence in the Trial of the Witnesses ; but the business tis not yet 
over. The Considerer has one argument still in reserve, which, 
were there any thing in it, would strike at. the credit of reve- 

♦ Acts V. 38. 39. t Acts xxvi. 24. 
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lation in general. He had given hia opinion of miracles inci* 
dentally in several parts of his book, but at the conclusion he 
endeavors to support it at large. He thinks, ** that miracles 
of any kind are impossible and exclude all evidence ; that they 
are an absurdity to common sense and understanding ; that they 
are Inconsistent with the reason of man and nature of things ; 
that they contradict all that mankind calls truth and reason ; 
that they are contrary to the experience and reason of all man* 
kind, and utterly impossible." 

I shall discuss this point with him, and see what reason be 
has thus to dogmatise in opposition to the general opinion of 
all mankind in all ages of the world. 

For the possibility of the resurrection, I must do the reader 
the justice once more to refer him to the Trial of the Witnesses ; 
where he will find this point stated and explained in such a 
manner that no man, that is less a sceptic than the Considerer^ 
can have any doubt about it. The Considerer has made a 
show of answering this part of the Trial, without stating the 
author's argument, without seeming to understand one word <^ 
the scope of it, and without citing one sentence fairly. So far 
as that author is concerned, it is sufficient to say in his own 
words, ^hat is the real truth, ** that he has said nothing on this 
occasion than what any man who never saw ice might say 
against a hundred honest witnesses, who assert that water 
turns to ice in cold climates." 

For the reason and possibility of miracles in general, I ^ali 
now beg leave to talk with him. He is very frank in declar- 
ing his opinion with regard to this point, and 1 have laid it be^ 
fore the reader in his own words. Nothing can well be stronger 
than the language in which he has expressed it. He seems . 
plainly to declare that miracles are not only impossible in a 
moral, but in a physical sense; that they are not only incon- 
sistent with the moral attributes, but impossible even to the 
power of God. 

But be this as it will. I shall take the arguments as he 
himself has stated them, and examine them by the rules of 
common language and common sense. He has indeed so in^ 
volved himself in words, that when he has a meaning, it is not 
easy to come at it. Reason, right reason, truth, and the na- 
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ttire of things, are words of great weight in the apprehensions 
of most men. Let us see what place they hold in the Con- 
siderer*s estimation. ** What conceptions any man frames to 
himself of the course of nature from his own experience and ob- 
servation, are not prejudices and imaginations ; but what sense 
and reason are concerned about. This is the very foundation 
of that right reason, which can never contradict the truth of 
things.*' In the first edition it stands thus: *' this is the very 
foundation of right reason ; and reason formed from hence can 
never contradict the truth of things.'' 

If every man's notion of the course of nature is the very 
foundation, &c. of right reason, then right reason varies as 
much as people's notions of the course of nature. It is then 
right reason that says the sun goes round the globe, for this the 
vulgar reckon to be the course of nature. It is right reason 
also, to say the sun is fixed, and the planets move round him ; 
for this appears from the experience and observation of astro- 
nomers to be the course of nature. But how absurd is it to 
make right reason depend on the notions which men entertain 
of the course of nature ; when it is the very o£Sce and business 
of reason to rectify the errors which men perpetually fall into 
in the judgments they make in this case. Experience and 
observation show that a cane half in the water and half out 
is crooked ; but reason, on the principle of true science, informs 
us otherwise. Here then experience and observation are on 
one side, and reason on the other; and the same conclusion 
holds true in a thousand instances, and every instance indeed 
where men make a wrong judgment of what they see. And 
the fault in this case does not lie in the experience and obser- 
vation, but in the reasoning on them. Thus men do not err in 
their observation when they say that water never grows solid 
in hot climates ; but they err in reasoning on this observation, 
and concluding that the case can never be otherwise. That 
men die and come not to life again here, is a true observation ; 
but will this observation prove that it can never be otherwise ? 
We see by observation the effects of the course of nature, but 
this course of nature depends on causes removed out of our 
sight. Observation shows how these causes operate generally, 
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but cannot show that they are immutable, and must operate 
invariably in every instance. 

But let us see how he reasons the point of miracles. Take 
the proposition as it stands, with the reason ' annexed. 
" Things asserted which are contrary to the experience and. 
reason of all mankind, and what they know of the law and 
usual course of nature, (that is, miracles,) are to the common 
sense and understanding of man utterly impossible." We 
must rectify the proposition before we come to the reason. In 
the first part, which is intended as a description of miraclee, 
the Considerer assumes too much ; a miracle is indeed con- 
trary to common experience and the usual course of nature, 
but why contrary to reason? If by reason he means right 
reason or truth, it is supposing the very thing in question. If 
he means the faculty of reason, it will come to the same thing, 
supposing that faculty to be rightly used, otherwise it is nothing 
to the purpose. 

With the Considerer's leave then, I shall expunge the. word 
' reason,' (which will not iujure the argument,) and the propo- 
sition will stand thus : '* things asserted, which are contrary- 
to the experience of all mankind, and to what they know of 
the laws and usual course of nature, (that is, miracles,) are« to 
the common sense and understanding of men, utterly impos- 
sible.'* Now comes the reason; /'beoanse such assertions 
contradict all men's notions of such laws^ that are .known by 
experience," That is to say, things contrary to experience are 
impossible, because they are contrary to experience.; or things 
contrary to what men know of the laws of nature are impos- 
sible, because they are contrary to what men know of the 
laws of nature. This is what the Considerer calls giving a 
reason. 

But I cannot yet part with the proposition. Miracles, it 
seems, '* are to the common sense and understanding of men 
impossible." How are we to understand this expreasioB ? 
Does he mean impossible to the reason of men, or impossttxle 
to the conceptions of men? Impossible to the reason of man 
they are not, because the reason of man tells him there is a 
being who originally gave laws to matter, and regulates the 
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course of nature ; and consequently who can, if he pleasfes, 
alter or suspend those laws, and change the course of nature. 
If he means that mu*acles are impossible to the conceptions of 
men, it is granted ; that is, it is granted that men do not con- 
ceive how they are wrought; they do not conceive how or in 
what manner a dead body is raised to life, nor how or in what 
manner a word only should give a blind man sight. In this 
sense the Considerer's proposition may be true, but then it is 
nothing to his purpose. Miracles are inconceivable ; yes, and 
so are many things that happen every day, which we do not 
reckon miraculous. It is inconceivable how matter acts on 
miatter, either in gravitation, attraction, magnetism, or in any 
other well known operation ; but we do not therefore give the 
lie to our senses, and say it does not act because we cannot 
conceive how it acts. So that if the Considerer means that 
miracles are impossible to the reason of men, it is evidently 
false ; if he means that they are impossible to the conceptions 
of men, it may be true, but is quite beside his purpose. 

But let us see, how this point is argued in the next page. 
Perhaps we shall meet with a better reason there. "To 
believe, it possible, (that is, for a dead body to rise again,) con- 
tradiots this ma^im, * that nattire is steady and uniform in her 
bperatioQ^.' " Nature, or the laws of nature, would doubtless, 
when, not controlled by the author of nature, operate steadily 
.and uniformly. A lion would produce a lion, an acorn an 
oak : matter would. continue to gravitate, human beings to die, 
and dead bodies to mix with the earth, and not come to life 
again. What does the maxim prove then ? Only that a dead 
body cannot come to life again in the natural way. Nobody 
disputes this with the Considerer. The question is, whether it 
may not be done in a supernatural way ; whether the great Author 
of nature, whenever he thinks it convenient, cannot supersede 
or suspend the general laws of nature. Will the Considerer 
deny this ? If he believes a God and a providence, as he pro- 
fesses to do, he cannot. Well ; but it contradicts the aforesaid 
maxim, because '^one miracle or action done contrary to Iber 
(that is, nature's) laws, contradicts all her regular springs and 
movements, and all that mankind calls truth and reason.'^ 
How does such an action contradict all nature's uniform move- 
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mento? Does it imply that her moyements are not uniform 
when uncoDtFolled 7 Nothing like it. Does it imply that 
they are not uniform in that particular instance ? that is, that 
her moTements in that instance are contrary to the general 
course of nature ? Most certainly it does, for it is of the 
essence of a miracle to he contrary to the general course of 
nature. What then ? This proves nothing ; it is only giving 
the thing in dispute as a reason against itself. But let us hear 
the other part of the reason : '* a niiracle contradicts all that 
mankind calls truth and reason.'* How does ^is appear ? 
Why, you must take the Considerer's word for it. But does 
he not know that it is the very thing in question ? The inquiry 
is, whether miracles are contrary to reason. The Considerer 
undertakes to prove that they are ; and how does he prove it ? 
Why thus : ** miracles are contrary to reason, because they 
contradict this maxim, that nature is steady and uniform in her 
operations.^' And how do they contradict this maxim ? Why, 
because ** they contradict what mankind calls truth and reason.'' 
Is not this saying that miracles are contrary to reason, because 
they are contrary to reason ? 

** A miracle," the Considerer says, ** contradicts all that 
mankind calls truth and reason." Let us try it in a particular in- 
stance. We read in the gospel that our Saviour walked on 
the water. What truth or what reason does this contradict ? It 
is a well known truth that all bodies gravitate, and it is an- 
other that human bodies will sink in fluids. Does it contradict 
either or both these truths ? Surely not. All bodies continue 
to gravitate, and human bodies to sink in fluids, as they did 
before ; and Christ^s own body followed the same law of gra- 
vitation, that particular case only excepted. All that this fact 
supposes is, that there is a power in nature that can suspend 
the laws of gravity, or change fluids into solids. If this is 
contradicting truth, let the Considerer show it. 

It is an unwelcome and an unprofitable task to deal with an 
author who gives words only for arguments. By the speci- 
men I have given of this author's reasoning on the natural pos- 
sibility of miracles, the reader, I believe, will find this to be 
the case here. He goes on to show that they are impossible 
in a moral view, that, supposing God to have power over his 
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0¥ni works^ or, as he expresses it, ** that he can do things con- 
trary to nature, there is no reason that he ever did or will do 
it." It is, he thinks, contrary to the perfection of his nature, to 
his unchangeahieness, his wisdom, his justice, and his goodness. 
Let us see how he proves it. 

^' Those," says he, '^ who found religion on extraordinary 
pretensions, say that nature, which is the offspring of God, is 
degenerate and deficient." It is not easy to deal with an author 
who uses terms so equivocally, that one can come at his mean- 
ing only by guess. It is difBcuit to say what we are to under- 
stand by nature. If by nature the Considerer means, what 
he seems most commonly to understand by it, the constitution 
of the material world, the proposition is evidently false : ex* 
traordinary pretensions do not imply that nature in this sense 
is deficient, nor indeed do they imply any thing with regard 
to nature ; for what connexion is there between the extraor- 
dinary pretensions of the Christian religion, and the perfection 
of the material world ? When our Lord, for instance, by a 
word caused the fig-tree to wither, did it suppose any defi- 
ciency in the constitution of vegetables ? No more than if the 
tree had been felled by an axe. Whatever the constitution of 
vegetables, or whatever the constitution of the ibaterial world 
be, such aotions declare nothing either as to their perfection 
or imperfection ; they only declare that the God of nature has 
authority over his own workmanship. 

But perhaps by nature the Considerer means human nature, 
or the moral nature of man. Let us try the proposition in this 
sense. ^' Those who found religion on extraordinary preten- 
sions, say that human nature, which is the offspring of God, is 
deficient." Man is subject to error and corruption ; and in 
this sense human nature may well be said to be deficient, whe- 
ther God interposes or not. Whether religion be founded on 
extraordinary pretensions or not, human nature is still defi^ 
cient; if this be an objection under revealed religion, it is an 
objection under natural religion too. When a youth is taught 
to read and to write ; when he is instructed in religion and the 
sciences ; does it not imply that human nature wants help, and 
is in itself deficient? And what does it imply more when God 
vouchsafes to help and assist it ? It b very improper, it is false 
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to say the oil&pring of God or the. work of God is deficient ; but 
it is not improper to say that man is imperfect, or deficient. 
The truth is, the sense of the word deficient is different in 
one case from .what it is in the other. God's works are said 
to be perfect in this particular view, that they are adapted to . 
the end for which they were designed ; and yet man or any 
other created beiiig is imperfect or deficient, when compared 
with a greater being, and especially when compared with the 
greatest of all beings. 

The Considerer has another argument, which bears a near 
resemblance to this, and is as follows : ''the whole production 
of God's wisdom, goodness, and power must be a perfect 
work; therefore cannot be better. — If God be a- perfect bising, 
his works are perfect, and cannot be mendedl" The Coii«<^ 
derer -talks sometimes of Providence; I should be glad lio 
know what is his notion of Providence. He seeims to suppose 
that God formed the universe as a vast ma<)hine, with the se- 
veral orders of beings in it, and then, 'like the Bpienisean 
deities, ieft it to shift for itself, without concerning himself at 
all about it. If there be such a thing as Pro-videnee, wbieb 
the Considerer himself confesses, if God ever interposes in his 
own creation, it must be to mend something, tiiough not to 
mend his own original work. It is not proper to say that 
God's work is mended by revelation, as the Considerer sup- 
poses, in any other sense than it is mended by a good school- 
master, or an able professor of the sciences. Revelation in- 
deed mends or improves men ; that is, it furnishes them with 
greater and better lights- than mere reason could ; but it alters 
not the nature and constitution of men, it affects not the origi- 
nal workmanship of God. 

But farther :. thc' material world is (like .all machines of 
human contrivance) governed by necessary laws, and the con- 
stitution of it cannot be altered by any power within itself. 
But it is not so in the moral world. Man was originally endued 
with properties of a different kind from those of matter. He 
has a power over his own actions, a power of improving or 
depraving his moral nature. One man makes the proper im-. 
provement of the powers which nature gave him, another abuses 
him. One nation or one age makes high advances in know- 
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lege and virtue, another is sunk in ignorance and corruption. 
If such enormities are the natural consequences of the original 
constitution of nmn, what reason is there to exclude Providence 
from regulating arid correcting them ? If the system of man is 
to he considered under the notion of one great machine, it must 
be considered as a machine that has a power within itself of 
putting itself out of order ; and if it should he out of order, as 
from the nature of its several springs and wheels it may well be 
supposed to be, where is the impropriety of the great Artificer 
interposing and correcting it ? If man has a power of choosing 
good or evil, he may choose the latter ; if be has faculties for 
discovering truth, he may notwith5tanding neglect it, he may 
overlook or mistake it : it is easy to see what room here is for 
error and corruption. So that, however perfect the original 
work was, it may in time, from the nature of the thing, want 
mending. 

** Natural powers," the Considerer says, ** are fit to answer 
all the ends of religion, therefore supernatural powers are need* 
less." What he means by answering the ends of religion he 
tells you in what follows; ** to teach the most excellent mo- 
rals, with a reasonable belief of one God and providence." I 
shall not dispute with the Considerer how far some men may 
advance on the strength of mere reason : some have no doubt 
gone great lengths ; but man, the Considerer knows, is not in- 
fallible. He may embrace error under the notion of truth, and 
teach it as such ; and the corruption may spread and become 
general. What is to be done in this case ? The Considerer 
seems to think that a man of honesty and understanding would 
be well able to cure his disorder without supernatural endow- 
ments. I am not of his opinion ; inveterate error is not to be 
expelled so easily ; human reason and human authority, espe- 
cially when it comes to be general, do not seem to be a match 
for it. If we may reason from fact, there is nothing more sure 
than this. There were no doubt some men of honesty and un- 
derstanding in the heathen world ; but what progress did they 
make in reforming it ? How far did they advance in removing 
that universal corruption with which it was overrun ? Take a 
view of paganism from the time of Socrates to the time of 
Christ, the most enlightened period of antiquity, and see what 
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progress truth bad made. What were the public institutions 
of religion but the worst and grossest superstition and impiety ? 
So much of truth as had been discovered was confined to tiie 
few ; and if happily they might chance to keep it, it was not 
likely to get any farther. Every national religion was looked on 
as the dictates of the gods, and forbidden to be altered by man ; 
so that truth was as it were prohibited by law. How then was 
it to be recovered, with the civil power and the prejudices and 
passions of mankind against it ? Let the Considerer show, if 
he can, that a man of honesty and understanding withoiit any 
supernatural powers would be equal to this work. 

But the Considerer thinks ** a power of working miracles is 
contrary to the unchangeableness of God ;'' for *' the same 
causes," he says, '* must always produce the same effects." 
His reason, if he intended it as a reason, is a very unlucky one. 
I cannot see the most distant relation between the premises and 
the conclusion. The same causes produce the same effect. 
Right ! but in miracles a new cause is introduced ; and if his 
argument proves any thing, it proves that natural causes will 
not produce miracles ; but do we ascribe miracles to natural 
causes ? He goes on ; '' but miracles are urged to prove a 
change in the will of God ; that is, impossible things are urged 
to prove an impossibility." According to the Considerer, it 
seems, it is a principle agreed on by both believers and unbe- 
lievers, that miracles are used to prove a change in the will of 
God. If you grant him this, and admit too that miracles are 
impossible, he will draw this notable conclusion^ that impossi- 
bilities are urged to prove an impossibility. 

But suppose neither of them is granted, what will become of 
his conclusion ? The reader has already seen his reasons, if 
they may be called reasons, for thinking miracles to be impos- 
sible. But what pretence has he to say that miracles are urged 
to prove a change in the will of God ? Where or when were 
they ever urged to this purpose ? or how indeed do they prove 
it ? The Considerer is intirely silent as to all these points, and 
yet he goes on reasoning on the supposition of miracles proving 
a change, nay, of their being allowed to prove a change in the 
will of God. 

The Considerer has puzzled himself unaccountably with the 
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immutability of Ood, than which there is not ■ one attribute in 
the divine nature more clear and precise. It is his being and 
perfections that are immutable, and not his actions, unless you 
will suppose men and all other beings immutable too. His 
actions are always the same when ^circumstances are the same ; 
but what sense is there in supposing that immutable wisdom 
must act in all cases, how different soever, in the same way ? 
The counsels of Providence are directed by unerring wisdom ; 
but the same wisdom prescribes different measures on different 
occasions. Miracles of themselves can be no proof that God's 
counsels are mutable, either with respect to the natural or the 
moral world ; not with respect to the natural, because sus- 
pending some one law of matter to serve some moral purpose 
is no proof that the counsel of God is changed with regard to 
the general laws and constitution of matter ; not in the moraf , 
because miracles may, for any thing that appears to the con- 
trary, be useful to answer some moral end, and to serve the 
great purposes of Providence in some cases and not in others. 

This the Considerer is not witling to allow ; for if miracles 
were ever necessary, they must in his judgment be always 
necessary. 

The Considerer has so good a talent at reasoning, that I 
cannot refuse him and the reader the justice of producing his 
argument, as he himself has stated it. '' If miracles were ever 
necessary, whether the divine and human nature, or the nature 
of things be changeable or unchangeable, they must be always ne- 
cessary. For if God ever wrought miracles to be the proof of the 
knowlege of his will, he will always p^sue the same methods, 
if he is an unchangeable being. ^^ That is to say, ** the pro- 
position is true, whether God be changeable or not, for a reason 
which expressly supposes him to be unchangeable." The Con-* 
siderer has generally the fortune to have his positions and his 
reasons hang very ill together. But let us examine the latter 
part of the argument by itself, and see what there is in it. 
" God is an unchangeable being; therefore, if he ever wrought 
uMracles as a. proof of his will, he will always pursue the same 
method." It is allowed that God is an unchangeable being. It 
follows from thence that his conduct will always be the same 
in the same state of things ; if he works miracles in one case, 
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hie will do it again whenever the same case, with all its circum- 
stances, returns. But if he does it when the state of mankind 
requires it, it does not follow that he will do it when the state 
of mankind does not require it. Let the Considerer show that 
it cannot be expedient for mankind at one time and not at ano- 
ther. Till he can prove this, he proves nothing. Let us try 
his reasoning in a common case. Should the subjects of some 
great prince rise in arms against him, and should he quiet them 
by offering a general pardon without punishing their crime ; 
will it follow that he ought to pursue the same method in every 
rebellion? And will it follow that his counsels are mutable if 
he does not ? The Considierer himself will not have the folly to 
assert it. Lenity may be necessary at one time, and severity at 
another ; and each of these measures, though not only different 
but opposite, may be the effect of the same wisdom and pru- 
dence. 

But if " God has wrought wonders in one generation and 
not another/^ it seems, *' he must be a partial being." The 
Considerer doqs not know what he is about, when he charges 
God with partiality. According to his little view of things. 
Providence may be accused as partial in many other instances, 
and with more appearance of reason than in this. Why does 
he not complain that one man has greater natural endowments 
than another, that he is superior in wealth, iu dignity, in 
power, or whatever else is esteemed great and illustrious? If 
that is to be looked on as partiality which the Considerer 
judges to be such, I leave him to reflect where his opinion will 
terminate* He says, '' that miracles are equally necessary to 
all people,. and therefore if God grants them to one generation 
and not another, he is a partial being." If bold assertions were 
to be admitted as proofs, there is nothing which the Considerer 
is not capable of proving. Let him prove (instead of asserting) 
that miracles are equally necessary in all ages, and then it will 
be time to talk with him. Here is a maxim which the Con* 
siderer himself allows to be a just one, that Providence does 
nothing in vain. If then a series of wonders are wrought in one 
age, why may not the memory of them be duly preserved for 
the benefit of succeeding ages ? And if they are so preserved, 
would not repeating them in succeeding ages be unnecessary? 
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When error and corruption have been once conquered, and 
the true religion established by the help of miracles, why 
are not such miracles, when recorded by proper hands, sufficient 
to support and preserve it ? The Considerer calls on us to 
show " what lasting monuments we have of them, by which 
they may be clearly evidenced, and may appear true against 
all contradiction." He needs not go to the place in which 
they were wrought, where only he thinks such monuments are 
to be found. They are much nearer home than he is willing 
to believe ; they are already in his own hands, if he knew how 
to use them and set a just value on them. The gospels are the 
monuments wherein those miracles are recorded, and he must 
prove them to be all a forgery, before he can with reason com- 
plain for want of authentic monuments ; which he will find it 
no easy matter to do, against the testimony of all antiquity, 
of the enemies of Christianity, as well as its friends. 

I have now gone through the material things, and to my own 
laorrow many immaterial things in the Considerer's book. 
When the book first appeared, it seemed to require no answer ; 
and to those who can judge of the weight of arguments, it 
required none. But when it came into the hands of those who 
were not able to see how they were imposed on, the case was 
altered. For their sakes this answer was prepared, and is now 
published. One thing at least they may learn from these 
papers, not to trust a man who abuses religion out of love to 
truth. It is not Scripture he attacks, whatever he pretends ; 
but Scripture distorted and perverted. Look over the pre- 
tended Answer to the Trial ; where is there an argument of any 
weight that is built on a true representation of Scripture? I 
will not say that all his mistakes of this kind are wilful; many 
of them, I am afraid, are so. But I judge him not. 
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SUMMARY. 



Abraham and Mekhizedek, 

Previous observations on the professions of an author. On 
the history of Abraham : one of the facts therein, relating to 
his interview with Melehizedek, stated. Mr. Chubb's inter- 
pretation of it, contrary to the author of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, makes Melchizedekgive tithes to Abraham. Passage 
quoted. Version of the Septuagint. Manner of Mr. Chubb's 
reasoning on it, as cited from the English version, considered. 
Mr. Chubb shown to argue like one that has not attended 
to the language of the Bible, in which nothing is more com- 
mon than a change of persons in the same sentence : instances 
given. This criterion of the sense failing, recourse must be 
had to the circumstances of the case to determine it : these di- 
lated on. The things which Abraham had, from which he 
could give tithes, are clear : those of Melchizedek not so evi- 
dent. Reasons given from ancient custom, why Abraham should 
dedicate a tenth part of his spoils. Objections raised by Mr. 
Chubb against the priesthood of Melchizedek refuted: also 
those raised against the propriety of Abraham giving tithes, 
when he was himself a priest. The peculiar character of Mel- 
chizedek considered. Consideration of Mr. Chubb's remark, 
that the Canaan ites at this time, with the exception of Mel- 
chizedek and his subjects, were idolaters. Conclusion. 

Esau and Jacob. 

Remarks on the history of God's providence, and difficulties 
in it, which however are no just objections to its truth. Refe- 
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rence to the case of Esau and Jacob. Mr. Chubb thinks that 
Esau was a better man than Jacob, and ought therefore to 
have been preferred, as heir of the promises madis to Abraham : 
this shown to be poor reasoning. Instance of David. Jacob 
and his posterity not chosen for their own sakes. The fate of 
Esau and Jacob in part foretold, while they were yet in their 
mother's womb. Different dispositions of the two brothers. 
Sale of the birthright: explanation of this extraordinary 
transaction. The blessing given to them by their father con- 
sidered and explained. Mr. Chubb's arguments to blacken 
Jacob's character discussed. 

Historic of Balaam. 

Relative situation of the Israelites and Moabites. Office^ 
country, and character of Balaam. Opinion entertained of 
the effects of a curse. Some obscurity in the story, of which Mr. 
Chubb has taken advantage : examination of it, to show what 
matter it affords for panegyric on the character and conduct 
of Balaam. Occasion of the mission of the ambassadors to 
him, and his answer. Second mission : leave given for Ba- 
laam's departure with them. God's anger against him ac- 
counted for : his character appears bad through the whole nar- 
rative : explicit testimony of Moses himself to the badness of 
it : testimony of St. Peter and St. Jude. Action of Balaam, 
when he left Balak, incidentally recorded : this agrees with 
the former part of his history. Mr. Chubb's attempts to clear 
his character in this respect refuted ; also his attempts to 
throw an air of ridicule on the story of the ass. 

Postscript. 

Mr. Chubb's fourth dissertation shown to be quite foreign to 
the argument of the Bishop of Salisbury's sermon. The expul- 
sion of the Canaanites is a stale subject^ and Mr. Chubb has 
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only repeated old arguments. The point shown to lie in a very 
short compass ; viz. has God authority over his own. creation , 
and a right to punish daring wickedness in this world ? This 
enlarged on. Probable inipression which this judgment made 
on the Israelites shown from Judges ii. 7. Mr. Chubb's 
comments on this text refuted. Mr. Chubb's closing remark 
on the bishop's sermon : unfair imputations on his lordship's 
doctrine respecting God's providence refuted. Concluding 
exhortations to Mr. Chubb. 
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EDITOR'S PREFACE. 

The Editor has inserted the following pamphlet in the list of 
Sherlock's works on the authority of a learned friend, though 
with some doubt regarding its genuineness. It certainly bears 
strong marks of the Bishop's style and manner of reasoning, 
particularly that part of it which relates to the history of Esau 
and Jacob, as any one may perceive who will take the trouble 
of comparing it with his Discourses on Prophecy and the Disser- 
tations : the doubt alluded to arises chiefly from a passage in the 
Postscript, where Mr.'Chiibb is accused of a desire to grace his 
work with a great name in order to give it currency. It seems 
at first sight hardly probable that a .Christian prelate would 
speak thus of himself ; but in reply it may be urged that the 
bishop was writing anonymously, atid. might have used this 
expression as a feint, and for the very purpose of concealment. 
One of the greatest hardships attending a periodical publica- 
tion is the necessity which it often imposes on the editor to 
decide on a point without time being given him for complete 
investigation. This is eminently the case in the present 
instance, the Editor having no opportunity of consulting either 
books or friends : he may therefore possibly have erred in 
ascribing the tract to Sherlock ; but he cannot err in recom- 
mending it to the reader's notice. 
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The tract which gave occasion to the following sheets, is 
intitled, '' Four Dissertations. 1. On the history of Melchize- 
dek ; from which it appears that Abraham did not give tithes 
to Melchizedeky but Melchizedek to Abraham. 2. On the 
temper and behavior of Esau and Jacob, the two sons of the 
patriarch Isaac : whereby it appears that £sau was much the 
better man. 3. On the conduct of Balaam ; in which that pro- 
phet's character is cleared of those reproaches and imputations 
with which it stands charged. 4. On Dr. Sherlock, Lord 
Bishop of Salisbury's assertion : namely, * thus far all is well ;' 
as grounded on, or an inference or conclusion from, the follow- 
ing premises; namely, ' And the people (of Israel) served the 
Lord all the days of Joshua, and all the days of the elders that 
outlived Joshua, who had seen all the great works of the Lord, 
that he did for Israel.' Which premises are the text to his 
lordship's sermon lately published. By Thomas Chubb." 

To search the Scriptures is the duty of every man, and to 
debate all points freely is the right of Englishmen ; but there 
is a wide difference between free debate and licentious abuse ; 
and yet nothing is more common with some men than to fall 
into the vicious extreme of abusing Scripture under the notion 
of debating with freedom. Woolston and Morgan are writers 
of this class ; and Mr. Chubb in this tract has, in the judgment 
of serious men, followed them too closely. But if he has any 
credit to lose as an author, he should, methinks, be cautious of 
copying the style and spirit of those whom men of sense of all 
denominations despise. 
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THE CASE 

OF ABRAHAM AND MELCHIZEDEK, THE HISTORY OF 
ESAU AND JACOB, AND THE STORY OF BALAAM, CON- 
SIDERED AND explained; and the mistakes of 

MR. CHUBB AND OTHERS CORRECTED I WITH A POST- 
SCRIPT, RELATING TO THE EXPULSION OF THE CA- 
NAANITES BY JOSHUA. 



ABRAHAM AND MELCHIZEDEK. 

If you take an author on his own word, he writes with the 
best intentions in the world. Whatever be the visible ten- 
dency of his work, and in what spirit soever it be written, it is 
all for the love of truth and the benefit of mankind. You are 
sure of finding a great zeal for truth, and a great air of candor 
and good manners in his preface or dedication, though you meet 
with them nowhere else. Mr. Chubb sets out as usual with 
these laudable professions ; assuring his patron and his readers 
that though he has the misfortune to differ from patriarchs, 
Apostles, and many other men of note, yet truth is the point he 
aims at. Whether he is sincere in professing it, his own con-% 
science will best inform him ; whether he has been so lucky as 
to discover it, the reader will judge. 

The history of Abraham is full of extraordinary facts and 
events. One of these facts Mr. Chubb has stated and explained 
in a different manner from what others, whether Jews or 
Christians, had done before him. The history informs us that 
Melchizedek, king of Salem, met Abraham as he* returned in 
triumph from the defeat of Chedorlaomer. At this interview it 
is agreed that tithes were given either by Abraham to Melchi^ 
zedek, or by Melchizedek to Abraham; but who was the 
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giver, and who the receiver, is not expressly declared in the 
history. Whether Abraham was the receiver, or Melchize- 
dek, is a point indifferent in itself, and the reader may perhaps 
wonder how Mr. Chubb came to employ so much time and 
pains in deciding it. The truth is, the author of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, in speaking of this transaction, supposes that 
Abraham gave tithes to Melchizedek ; and this was induce- 
ment sufficient for Mr. Chubb to take the other side of the 
question. 

The writer of this epistle speaks his own sense, and the sense 
of Jews and Christians at that time ; and their authority, one 
would think, is enough to silence a modest man in a point left 
undetermined in the original history, and of which they were 
much better judges than we. But laying aside all authority 
as of no importance to the question,* IVIr. Chubb appeals to the 
history itself ; to the history therefore let us go. 

' And Melchizedek, king of Salem, brought forth bread 
and wine ; and he was a priest of the most high God ; and he 
blessed him, and said. Blessed be Abraham of the most h%h 
God, possessor of heaven and. earth : and blessed be the moi^ 
high. God, which.hath delivered thine enemies into thine hand. 
And he gave him tithes of all.'* 1. 

The version of the Severity was near three hundred yeais^old 
at the birth of Christ, and was ^had in great reverencie by the 
Hellenistical Jews, and afterwards by the Christians. In the 
common editions of this version, and in that copy of it printed 
in Walton's Polyglot, which was taken from the famous Ko- 
man edition, you read expressly, not he gave tithes of all, but 
r * Abraham gave tithes of all ;' and yet Mr. Chubb '* apprehends 
the several copies of the Pentateuch do not at all differ in 
their relation of this piece of history, with respect to the 
point under consideration." Dr. Grave has indeed omitted the 
word Abraham in his edition, because he found it not in the 
Alexandrian manuscript. 

But I lay no stress on this word being in the Septuagint, 
and mention it only to show that Mr. Chubb's apprehension,, 
exact as he would be thought, does sometimes outrun his evi- 
dence. 

* Genesis xiv. 18. 19. 20. 
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Let us see then how he reasons on the history, as it has been 
cited from the English translation. ''Here we. see that the 
active person, or the person speaking (in the 18th, 19th, and 
part of the 20th verse) was Melchizedek ; and the passive 
person, or the person spoken to and of, was Abraham. The 
historian goes on, without the least hint or intimation of a 
change of persons, and observes that he, the active person, or 
the person speaking, namely, Melchizedek, gave him, the 
passive person, or the person spoken to and of, namely, Abra- 
ham, tithes of all. Thus we see the historian is very particular 
and express, that it was Melchizedek which gave tithes to 
Abraham, and not Abraham to Melchizedek." 

Mr. Chubb does not argue like one that has attended to the 
language of the Bible. Nothing is more common than a 
change of persons, without the least intimation given of it by 
the writer. One instance of this you find in the 11th vei-se of 
this very chapter, which Mr. Chubb, one would think, could 
not easily overlook. When Chedorlaomer. had engaged and 
defeated the five kings in the vale of Siddim, the history says, 
' they that remained, fled to the mountains.' Here, to speak 
in Mr. Chubb's language, the active persons, or the persons 
who fled to the mountains, were the broken remains of the 
conquered army. *' The historian goes on without the least 
hint or intimation of a change of persons :" * and they took all 
the goods of Sodom and Gomorrah, and they took Lot and his 
goods and departed.' Who now were the persons that took 
Lot's goods,, and the goods of Sodom and Gomorrah ? Was it 
not the victorious army? Mr. Chubb confesses it was; and 
yet, by his new invented mle of actives and passives, it ought 
to be,- not the conquerors, but the conquered. 

If the reader will be at the trouble of looking forward to the 
32nd verse of the xxivth chapter, he will find a remarkable in- 
stance to the same purpose. . Abraham sent his servant to Be- 
thuel, to demand his daughter Rebekah in marriage for his son 
Isaac. Her brother Laban received him and his company 
with much kindness and hospitality, and invited them into the 
house to take some refreshment. ' And the man (that is, 
Abraham's servant) came into the house : and he ungirded the 
camels, and gave straw and provender for the camels, and 
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water to wash hie feet and the men's feet that were with him.' 
Here again yon see no intimation of any change of peracms* 
Who was it then that provided straw for the camels, and water 
to wash the men's feet ? Was it Abraham's servant ? By Mr. 
Chubb's role of interpretation it should be so ; in the meao 
time common sense shows it was Laban. 

A change of person, without giving express notice to the 
reader, is frequent in all languages : in relating a conversation 
or transaction between two persons, it is difficult to avoid it^ 
without an unnecessary and offensive repetition of names. £x* 
amples of this kind are indeed more common in the Hebrew 
than in any other language ; and if the reader requires farther 
satisfaction in the point, he will scarce read two pages together 
in this book of Genesis, or any other historical book of Scrip* 
ture, without receiving it. 

The he in question may without all doubt, consistently widi 
the rules of common speech, and agreeably to the genius of the 
Hebrew language, be referred either to Abraham or the king 
of Salem. And yet, on the strength of his actives and passives, 
Mr. Chubb scruples not to say that the historian is particular 
and express in referring it to the latter. These are very strong 
expressions, and one cannot but wonder that a man who sete 
up for a reasoner, should find nothing to support them but one 
small circumstance that betrays his carelessness and inatten- 
tion, or something worse. 

Actives and passives then being quite out of the question, 
we must have recourse to some other criterion to determine 
who it was that paid tithes, Abraham or Melchizedek. Tbe 
circumstances of the story are what must lead us to the truth, 
and to the circumstances Mr. Chubb himself in the next plaoe 
appeals. *' Melchizedek, it seems, had done nothing to or for 
Abraham, which called for such a grateful return; whereas 
Abraham had laid Melchizedek, and all the people in that 
aeighboarhood, under an obligation of gratitude to him, in that 
he had rid the country of their great oppressor/' But what if 
no gratitude was intended by the giver of tithes to the re- 
ceiver ? Should this be the case, as will presently appear, what 
will become of this argument from Abraham's services and 
Melchizedek's gratitude ? 
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There is indeed another circumstance, which, if true, would 
go near to decide the matter in Mr. Ghubh's favor ; and that 
is, that Abraham ** had nothing in the valley of Shavek of his 
own to make a present with, or to give tithes of.^ But how 
does it appear that he had nothing proper for this use ? Why^ 
^' he went out in haste, and the men that were with him ; and 
therefore they took nothing with them but their weapons of 
war, and what was necessary to annoy the enemy, and did not 
needlessly incumber themselves with goods and riches to make 
presents withal." Well then, be went out to seek the enemy 
with instruments of war only ; but did he bring nothing else 
back with him at his return ? Did he not return laden with the 
spoils taken from Chedorlaomer ? And has not the Epistle to 
the Hebrews told us that he gave Melchizedek a tenth of the 
spoil ?* Yes, says Mr. Chubb ; but '' this supposition is alto- 
gether groundless, because when the king of Sodom offered to 
Abraham all the spoil, Abraham would not accept the least 
part for himself, not from a thread even to a shoe-latchet." 
But was it the whole of the spoil which the king of Sodom 
offered, and which Abraham refused, or was it only the nine 
parts after a tenth had been given to Melchizedek ? This Mr. 
Chubb has left undetermined. He goes on : ** besides the 
goods or spoil referred to was, antecedent to the aforesaid 
quarrel, the property of those unfortunate people whom Che* 
dorlaomer and his adherents had vanquished." But will it 
follow that because it was their [property before it was taken, 
it must be theirs also after it was retaken ? Mr. Chubb must 
mend his logic, and learn to draw better consequences, or he 
will certainly not come at that truth which he professes to seek. 
Every one knows that spoils taken from a conquered enemy 
are the captor's property by the law of nations. Abraham's 
dividing t to his auxiliaries their portion of the spoil, is an evi* 
dence of the law at that time ; and his returning his own share 
to the king of Sodom was a mere act of generosity, in conse* 
quence of a vow made to Almighty God, and not restoring a 
right. 

* Ch. vii. 4. t Ver. 24. 
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But after all, had Chedorlaomer nothing; else of value but 
what he took at the battle of Siddim ? Mr. Chubb is positive 
that he had not. But has he forgotten that Chedorlaomer en- 
gaged the kings of Canaan just after he had conquered several 
other nations in that neighborhood? And can it be imagined 
that he conquered them merely for the sake of conquest, and 
that he neglected to take the. usual fruits of victory? 

Let him lay these things together, and then judge whether 
he might not have spared his reflexion on the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, for supposing that the tithes given to 
Melchizedek were a tenth part of the spoil. To call the sup- 
position of an inspired writer altogether groundless, unnatural, 
and preposterous, is very hard language at the best ; but to 
call it so without the least color of reason is a liberty which 
nothing can excuse. 

That Abraham had something to give tithes of is a clear 
point; but that Melchizedek had anything that could with 
any propriety be applied to this use, is not so evident. Mr. 
Chubb says, ** he presented Abraham with a tenth part of the 
bread and wine he had provided, and such other .'good things 
as Salem afforded.^' The^ history speaks of nothingbutihcead 
and wine; the other good things are an addition of his own. 
And if he is authorised to make history, he might as well make 
the whole as a part, and then the business would be done with- 
out trouble. But be this to himself. That Melchizedek 
brought forth bread and wine is agreed ;. but if he gave Abra- 
ham a tenth part, aad divided the other nine parts amongst -his 
attendants, he made a very unnatural distribution. For what 
sense could there be in giving to Abraham for present refresh- 
ment, thirtyor forty times as much as to any man in thecQmpany ? 
But after all, what if the bread and wine were not) intended 
as a refreshment for Abrahani and his men, (who wanted it not, 
having taken plenty of provisions from the enemy,) but for a. 
sacrifice of thanksgiving to God? Should this be the case, 
where shall we find, tithes to compliment Abraham with ? 
Certain it is, learned men have understood it to be a sacrifice, 
and I am inclined to think Mr. Chubb cannot prove it was 
not so. . . 
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, It is with a atran^ eonfidence that Mr. Chubb enters on 
this argument from circumstanccsF ; declaring in a yery positiye 
manner, as if the reader was to expect nothing less than demon^ 
stration,. that Melchizedek was the gtvet of tithes^ and that 
the cireuHistftBces do mot admit it to be otherwise. But — quid 
dignum tanto tulit hiatu ? What has he produced to support 
this positiTe and dogmatkal air ? He has laid hold of a few 
triihng cirettmstances, which, when rightly understood, (and 
they are very obvious to understand,) are altogether against 
him : is this becoming a man oi. sense and candor, and a pro-* 
fessed seeker of trnth ? 

I am ashamed to insist longer on trtfles,^ and oothiag should 
haire engaged me to do it, bizt Mr.. Chubb'S' having seriously 
urged them as decisive of the point in question. It is time to 
inform tite unlearned reader (for it is such, only timt can he 
imposed on by this kind of reasoning) what is the real truth o£ 
the ease. 

It was a practice of Tcry ancient standdng to dedicate a 
tenth part of spoil taken fisom a conquered enemy,, a tenth part 
q£ increase by husbandry or commerce,, to the service of God« 
in ackoowlegenient o^ his protecting providence. The case 
before us is the most anciesft instance of tlm sort left on re- 
cord ; and you meet with another instance * not long after, in 
the history of Jacob. It was not a practice confined to the 
land of Canaan, and in use only amongst the paltiarchs and 
fbundiers of the Jewish naiCion, but was observed in nokost parts 
of the world. You meet, with it amongst the Homans, the 
Grecians^ the Tpians, the Carthaginians, the Arabiatts, and in 
short amongst most of the civilised nations of the old world.f 

When therefore we read that. Abraham gave tidies to Mel^ 
chizedek,. we are not to suppose it was in gratitude to him, 
and for h^ own use and benefit^ but ia gratitude to God, the 
gi^er of victory and success ; not under the notion of a personal 
com(^in>ent to Melchizedek, but aa act of piety to God, in 
jcompliance with the general practice of that age and country. 

* Gen. xxviii. 22. 

t The reader will find this subject considered' at large by Seld. 
de- Decimis, and by Spencer db Zte^. Meh. lib. 3. and tbe author^ 
cited, by tbem. 

SHERL. VOL. V. P 
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The king of Sodom, when Abraham offered to return his goods, 
made some difficulty at first in receiving them ; but Melchize- 
dek made none in receiving his tenth ; a plain evidence that it 
was God's portion, and due by custom firom the conqueror, to 
be employed in sacrifices and such other solemnities as were 
agreeable to the piety of the times. 

But Mr. Chubb finds another difficulty in the case. Mel- 
chizedek, he thinks, had no right to receive tithes of Abra- 
ham in virtue of his priesthood; "because, though he was a 
priest, yet he was not a priest in and to the family of Abraham, 
and therefore did not stand in the relation of a priest to him ; 
and because Abraham was also a priest himself, as every head 
of a family or tribe was both king and priest in his own house." 
Take the priesthood of Melchizedek in no higher sense than 
as Mr. Chubb has stated it, and you still see a propriety in his 
receiving tithes of Abraham. Abraham gave them, not as a 
priest, but as a bonqueror, and in that character under an obli- 
gation to give them ; not for any private advantage obtained 
for himself and family, but for a public blessing, in which the 
kings of Salem and Sodom had more than an equal share ; he 
gave them to Melchizedek, who went forth to meet him in the 
territories of Salem, where he was priest and king ; who no 
doubt applied them to the pious uses for which they were in- 
tended ; and Abraham and the king of Sodom most probably 
took their share in the solemnity. Take the transaction in this 
light, and let Mr. Chubb prove, if he is able, that there is any 
thing in it inconsistent with the manners and piety of that age. 

If he thinks it an absurdity that Melchizedek should receive 
tithes and make sacrifices for the victory of Abraham, because 
Abraham was a priest as well as himself, what will he think of 
the -case of Jethro, £xod. xviii.? Jethro was both priest and 
prince of Midian ; he met Moses in the wilderness at the head 
of the Israelites; Moses recounted to him the wonders God 
had wrought, and the kindness he had showed to Israel. A 
sacrifice was appointed in honor of God for his great mercies 
to him and his people, and Jethro performed the solemnity. 
Apply Mr. Chubb's reasoning to this fact, and see how it con- 
cludes. '* To say that Jethro performed the sacrifice as a 
priest, must needs be weakly urged ; because though he was a 
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priest, yet he was not a priest to the Israelites, and therefore 
did not stand in the relation of a priest to them ; and because 
they had also priests of their own/' to offer sacrifices, and per- 
form all other parts of the sacerdotal office. This is Mr. 
Chubb's own argument,, and if- it proves that Melchizedek re- 
ceived no tithes,, it will prove too that Jethro offered no sa-^ 
crifice. 

It is a difficulty with the learned, what was the real charac-^ 
ter of Melchizedek, and what his order of priesthood. But 
Mr.. Chubb is above all difficulties: he tel^ you,, as if no 
doubts had ever been raised about it, that he was priest in no 
other sense than as head of a tribe. But the reader must take 
it on his own word, and trust for a proof, till he is at leisure to 
find one. The story of Melchizedek, with the comment of 
the writer to the Hebrews on it, is a very obscure one ; but 
obscure as it is, there is light enough to show that Mr. Ghubb's 
notion of him is not only without but against authority. 

That he was a person of great eminence is not to be doubted. 
Moses speaks of him with a respect which he does not show to 
the other princes of that . country. The moment he mentions 
him, he takes care to diistinguish him, not only as a king, but 
as a priest of the most high God ; and as such he gave Abra- 
ham his blessing, an office of much solemnity amongst the an- 
cients, with what levity soever Mr. Chubb may think fit to 
treat it; and judged (whether right or wrong is not to our 
purpose) to be attended with great efficacy. The Psalmist* 
speaks of him in a passage, which Mr. Chubb has not over- 
looked, with great marks of reverence ; he makes him a type 
of the Son of God, and a priest of the same order. But what 
could lead him to do this, if he was a priest only as head of a 
tribe ? Had this been the case, would it not have been much 
more natural to fetch his comparison from some of his own an- 
cestors than from a stranger ? Would he not rather have said, 
after the order of Noah, of Abraham, or any other of the pa-r 
triarchal chiefs ? But above all, what could tempt the writer 
to the Hebrews to take up the same comparison, who knew 
very well, and his readers knew, that Christ was not the head 
of his tribe,, whatever Melchizedek was ? 

*- Psalm ex. 4. 
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The five kings of Canaan mentioned in this chapter were 
perhaps, as Mr. Chubb supposes, priests as well as kings, and 
performed the ordinary office of priest in their own tribes and 
families. But Melchizedek was eyidently a priest of a higher 
order, whose authority and jurisdiction extended probably orer 
the whole province of Canaan ; to whom it belonged to perform^ 
the extraordinary solemnities of religion, and to whom the in- 
habitants of that district brought their stated offerings and sa- 
crifices, as the Israelites did to the high^priest under the lavf 
of Moses. Hence the great reyerence and distinction with 
which Moses and the later writers of Scripture speak of him ^ 
hence the style of high<-priest which the author to the Hebrews 
gives him ; and hence the payment of tithes by Abraham. I 
do not mean to impose this on the reader as certain and un- 
doubted fact founded on the letter of the history, but as a pro-* 
bable account only of one part of Melchizedek's character, 
agreeablie at least to the representations of Scripture. 

I shall close the argument with a remark on one point more 
that Mr. Chubb has started in the course of the debate. He 
seems to think that the Cauaanites at that time, Melchizedek 
and his subjects only excepted, were idolaters; and thiU he was 
called a ** priest of the most high God, because he paid his 
thank-offerings, not to the titular and fictitious deities of the 
Canaanites, but to the supreme God." I mention this not as 
material to the principal question, but to show how prone he is 
to advance things without warrant. For what ground has he 
for thinking that the Canaanites were in general idolaters at 
that period of time ? Is it because they were idolaters five 
hundred years after in the days of Joshua ? Bad, as this reason 
is, I question whether he is able to give a better. Learned 
men have differed about the state of religion in the land of 
Canaan at the time of Abraham ; and I shall not give my 
judgment in a point which history affords but a small light to 
determine. But 1 will venture to say that Mr. Chubb's notion 
is taken up at random, and that the country of which he speaks, 
and its neighborhood, were not so universally infected with 
idolatry as he seems to imagine. What does he think, for in^ 
stance, of Abimelech's case ? * There is a plain evidence that 

* (jienesii %Xi 
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he knew the true God and adored him ; but that he knew and 
worshipped any false god there is no evidence. The true Ood 
was known likewise to the king of £gypt ; and the inhabit*' 
ants of Sodom and Gomorrah^ though they were wicked enough 
to deserve the most signal judgment that ever was inflicted on 
a nation, are not charged with being idolaters. Abraham 
"himself had not lived many years in the land of Canaan : he 
left his own country by the command of God, because it was 
corrupted with idolatry ; and perhaps a good reason is not easy 
to be assigned why he should change it for another equally 
infected. 

, And now Mr. Chubb may re-cousider, if he please, the case 
of Abraham and Melchizedek, and he may perhaps find rea* 
son to abate somewhat of that sufficiency which he is so for- 
ward to betray. The next time he thinks of declaring war 
against patriarchs, Apostles, and the learned of former and later 
times, I would advise him in the first place to be well assured 
of his own strength, and come better qualified for the combat* 
For my own part, it is, I confess, a matter of no small surprise 
to me to see him dictating with such a poverty of argument 
against the authority of Jews and Christians, as well ancient as 
modem, in the interpretation of a passage which he had not 
well considered, and which it is plain he did not understand. 



ESAU AND JACOB. 

In God's government, both of the moral and the natural 
world, we meet with many appearances that are beyond the 
comprehension of the ablest philosophers ; and yet no man that 
believes a God makes any doubt of ascribing all to the direc- 
tion of infinite wisdom. In like manner, in the history of God's 
providence it is reasonable to expect some difficulties, which 
for the same reason are no just objections against the authority 
of that history. In fact we find a multitude of circumstances 
and events in the history of Providence, which we know not 
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well how to account for, and of whicli indeed we are no judges. 
When one man or one nation is appointed for the execution of 
some purpose of Providence, if it happens in our own times, 
we are not competent judges of the propriety of that designa- 
tion ; and much less so when it happened in some remote period 
of time, and nothing is left but some short records of history to 
direct our judgments. Jacob was chosen to do the work of 
God rather than his elder brother Esau ; and I question not 
but the choice was wisely made. Suppose it should appear 
that Esau had the larger share of virtue ; as God did not reject 
him for his virtue, nor prefer Jacob for the want of it ; it hurts 
not the credit of the history. Jacob might, notwithstanding, 
be the fitter person on the whole for this particular service* 
As we bave not and cannot have a complete view of the case, 
it is impossible to form an adequate judgment of the matter* 
The credit of the history stands on the same bottom it did be- 
fore, and this circumstance (supposing it true) contribute*^ 
nothing to the weakening of it. 

Mr. Chubb has declared himself of another opinion. H^ 
thinks that Esau was a better man than Jacob, and ought 
therefore to have been preferred, as heir of the promises made 
to Abraham. What poor reasoning is this ! and on how par- 
tial a view of things is it founded ! Judah might too, for wha^ 
I know, have less merit than some other of the sons of Jacob ; 
and Ahaz and Manasseh, through whom the promised blessing 
was conveyed, were certainly more vicious than many others of 
the tribe of Judah. But what is all this to the purpose ? The 
question is not who had more personal merit, Esau or Jacob ; 
but whether Esau's posterity, or Jacob's, was the most proper 
on the whole to be instruments of conveying the promised 
blessings to mankind. Is Mr, Chubb a judge of this question ?. 
I hope he has not the vanity to think he is, nor the rashness to 
attempt it. 

The sons of Jacob were a stubborn and stiff-necked genera- 
tion ; but is there any reason to believe that the sons of Esau 
would have shown less perverseness ? The former were guilty 
of idolatry and rebellion against God ; but have we any just 
grounds for supposing that the other in the same circumstances 
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would have been less guilty ? In short, such questions as these 
are not for us to determine ; and to attempt it is at best imper- 
tinent and presumptuous. 

Take the matter a little higher, and see how the argument 
will stand in another view. Man fell by sin from the hopes to 
which he was created, and God promised in his good time to 
restore him by the seed of the woman. The promise was re- 
newed to Abraham in fuller and clearer terms ; and the pro- 
mised seed was limited to his posterity by Isaac, and afterwards 
to the posterity of Jacob by Judah and David. In the fulness 
of time the great restorer came and fulfilled the promises of 
God to mankind. Are we now to reject his pretensions of 
being the promised seed, because Jacob, one of his ancestors, 
was in some instances covetous and dishonest ? Or is the re- 
demption through him of the less benefit to mankind, because 
in the line of descent from Jacob to Joseph and Mary, there 
happened to be some bad men ? 

If God be sometimes said to make use of bad men to serve 
the ends of his providence, what is there unreasonable in it, or 
unworthy of a wise Being ? It may afford little philosophers 
matter for cavil, but is no just occasion of offence to candid 
minds. It is no argument that he favors vice, but it is a great 
argument of his wisdom that he can turn the wickedness of 
man to good account in the general government of the world. 
He does not by an act of power give men dispositions which 
they had not, but applies such as they have to his own wise 
purposes. 

A man of more uniform virtue than David might perhaps 
have been found amongst the tribes of Israel, to be set at the 
head of that people. He was not preferred to his brethren, or 
to the princes of Israel, because he was without faults ; for it is 
certain he was guilty of some crime^ of the highest order. He 
was no doubt advanced to that high station because he haa 
talents for government, on the whole the best suited to the cir- 
cumstances of the times. He had in general a great zeal for 
the love of God, which his predecessor had unhappily neg- 
lected, to the ruin of himself and the great injury of his people 
and posterity. He had felt the extremes of good and bad for- 
tune, and carried himself in each with a just moderation. He^ 
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bad prudeBce, activity, i«aolutioa, anci all otker taleots requt^ 
site for managing % fickle^ mutinousj and beadsirong people. 

When one person or people is selected from the rest of man- 
kind, to carry on some ^reat design in the government of the 
world, it is absurd to suppose that they are chosen for their 
<Qwn sakes, that they must seeds have more personal meril; tbaa 
their neighbors^ and that they are thus distinguished as the £&• 
vorites of heaven. 

All thai can be said is, that tbey are the fittest, all things 
considered, to be employed in that service, without doing vio* 
lence to the general laws of nature. Salmanezer was chosen to 
isbastise the Israelites, and Nebuchadnezzar soon after to exe* 
cute vengeance on the tribe of Judab ; but t&ey are not there- 
fore to be considered as the favorites of heaven. It is sot to 
be imagined that either tbeir personal virtue or their particular 
mode of religion recommended them to God to be tbe mi* 
nisters of his vengeance. It was their vicinity to Judea, and 
the great power and dominion they had acquired, which made 
them most proper for this service, without turning things out of 
their ordinary course. 

Jacob and his posterity were chosen to be instruments in the 
bands of God for conveying the promised blessings to mankind; 
but the Scripture says, and common sense says, tbey were not 
chosen for dieir own aakes. Why then is it objected to us 
that they were perverse and stiff-necked ? as if the share they 
bad in doing the work of God was considered by us as a reward 
of their virtue. I doubt not but the part they had to act in tlie 
grand scene was wisely assigned them; and let Mr. Chubb 
show (if he is willing to contest it) that there would have been 
more wisdom in giving it to the sons of Ishmael or of £sau« 

Jacob might have his faults as well as some otibers mentioned 
in the Bible history, who were nevertheless employed in the 
service of God ; and a defender of Scripture is under so 
necessity of dressing him out as a blameless character. But 
Mr. Chubb has drawn him in such odious colors, and at the 
same time has given so favorable a picture of Esau, that there 
is good reason to suspect he has not examined and reported 
with that candor which he professes. Let us then reconsider 
tb« c^ae ; and restore, if we can, the patriarch's character to 
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that degree of credit which it has held in the world for so 
many ages. 

The fate of Esau and Jacob was in part foretold by God, 
whilst they were yet in their mother's womb. * The children 
struggled together within her : and she said^ if it be so, why am 
I thus ? And she went to inquire of the Lord. And the Lord 
said unto her, two nations are in thy womb, and two manner 
of people shall be separated from thy bowels: and the one 
people shall be stronger than the other people, and the elder 
shall serve the younger.'* 

The struggling of the infants in their mother's womb was an 
extraordinary incident, and the answer of God shows it had an 
extraordinary meaning. It prepares us to expect some conten-* 
tion between them or their posterity ; and we are given to un-* 
derstand that the younger should prevail in the conflict. What 
was to be the subject of the contention, and wherein the supe- 
riority of the younger should consist, will appear in the course 
of this inquiry. 

The two, brothers were very different in their dispositions; 
Esau was rough and active, and his chief pleasure and employ*- 
ment was hunting. Jacob, on the other hand, was of a softer 
and more retired temper, and applied himself altogether to the 
care of his father's cattte and the business of the family. The 
first thing we meet with in their history that is remarkable, is 
Esau's selling his birthright to Jacob. And here the prophecy 
began in part to be explained and fulfilled, that ' the elder 
should serve the younger.' The sale of the birthright, and the 
consideration given for the purchase, are thus related in the 
history. ' And Jacob sod pottage ; and Esau came from the 
field, and he was faint. And Esau said to Jacob, feed me, 
I pray thee, with that same red pottage ; for I am faint : 
Therefore was his name called Edom. And Jacob said, sell 
me this day thy birthright. And Esau said, behold, I am at 
the point to die ; and what profit shall this birthright do me ? 
And Jacob said, swear to me this day ; and he sware unto him : 
and he sold his birthright unto Jacob. Then Jacob gave 
Esau bread and pottage of lentiles ; and be did eat and drink, 

* Genesis xxv. 22. 23. 
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and rose up, and went his way. Thus Esau despised liis t>irtli<^' 
right/* 

To explain this extraordinary transaction, it will be neces* 
sary to inquire what it was that passed by this bargain from- 
the elder to the younger. What were the special rights and 
privileges of the first-born in that age and country is not 
agreed amongst the learned. And indeed how can it with any 
certainty be determined, when there is little or nothing in the 
history to direct us ? But to Mr. Chubb nothing is difficult or 
obscure. He lays it down without scruple, as if it had been a 
point never controverted, that the birthright thus conveyed 
was only a right to a larger share of the father's inheritance. 
That the first-born was in titled to a double portion of goods 
under the law, is certain ; f but will it follow that this was the 
case so many ages before the law ? What were the laws of in* 
heritance in the country where Isaac resided is intirely un* 
known to us ; but whatever they were, Isaac and his family 
could not be subject to them. They were but sojourners, and 
lived there only on sufferance: they were under no regular 
established polity, but one single independent family, subject 
in all things to the direction of the Lord, whose will and plea- 
sure was probably the sole law of inheritance. Thus Abraham, 
though he had many sons, gave his whole substance to Isaac. 
' He gave all that he had unto Isaac,' and to the rest he ' gave 
gifts, and sent them away.'J 

But by whatever rule the inheritance of temporal goods was 
regulated, the birthright purchased by Jacob was probably not 
of a temporal nature. For what need was thefe of a prophecy 
previous to the birth of the two brothers, and what need was 
there for Moses to be so careful in recording the conveyance of 
it to the younger, in consequence of that prophecy, if it was no 
more than a right to a double share of the goods at his father's 
death ? The history is silent as to any such division of the in- 
heritance at the death of Isaac ; though it is the opinion of 
some writers, on the authority indeed of a doubtful text, that 
Esau carried off the whole. 

The Rabbinical writers, and some learned men on their au« 

* Genesis xxv. 29. &c. i Deut. xxi. 17. J Genesis xxv. 
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ihority,. take the birthright to. be the jus. sacerdotii, or that 
the priesthood was at least one great article of the birthright ; 
relying, I am afraid, rather on tradition than any certain war* 
rant of Scripture.* I find nothing to countenance this opinion in 
the history of the patriarchal families, from Noah down to Jacob; 
Whilst the family kept together, the father had most probably 
all authority, both spiritual and temporal ; and when it came 
to branch out into different divisions and settlements, the priest* 
hood was divided too ; the head of every family, whether an 
elder or a younger brother, taking on himself the. exercise of 
the sacerdotal office. And there is no question but Esau,, after 
the sale of the birthright, was as truly a priest in his own fa* 
mily, and in his possession of Mount Seir, as Jacob was over 
his family m the land of Canaan. 

The notion then of the birthright being a larger portion of 
the patrimony, or the jus sacerdotii, not being supported by 
proper evidence ; it still remains to be inquired what it was, 
and wherein it consisted. For this purpose it will be necessary 
to look back to the call of Abraham. 

' Now the Lord had said unto Abraham, get thee out of thy 
country, and from thy kindred, and from thy father*s house, 
unto a land that I will show thee : and I will make of thee a 
great nation, and I will bless thee, and make thy name great ; 
aud thou shalt be a blessing : and I will bless them that bless 
thee, and curse him that curseth thee ; and in thee shall all fa- 
milies of the earth be blessed.'f The promise of God was re- 
newed, and more particularly explained, after the birth of Ish- 
mael. * Behold, my covenant is with thee, and thou shalt be a 
father of many nations ; — and I will make thee exceeding fruit- 
ful, and I will make nations of thee, and kings shall come out 
of thee. And I will establish my covenant between me and 
thee, and thy seed after thee, in their generations, for an ever- 
lasting covenant, to be a God unto thee, and to thy seed after 
thee. And I will give unto thee, and to thy seed after thee, 
the land wherein thou art a stranger, all the land of Canaan. 't 

* See the slender pretences for this opinion, tbough counte- 
nanced by some very great names, confuted by Spencer de Leg. 
Heb. lib. i. 

t Genesis xii. X Chap. xvii. 4. 6. &c. 
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Ishmael Indeed was not to be theheir of these promises mftd^ 
to Abraham. Sarah was to have a son in her old age, with 
whom God promised to establish his covenant. But Abraham 
was still solicitous of procuring some blessing for Ishmael. 
' And Abraham said unto God, O that Ishmael might live 
before thee ! And God said, Sarah thy wife shall bear thee a 
son indeed ; and thou shalt call his name Isaac : and I will esta- 
blish my covenant with him for an everlasting covenant, and 
with his seed after him. As for Ishmael, I have heard thee ; 
behold, I have blessed him, and will make him fruitful, and 
will multiply him exceedingly : Twelve princes shall he beget ; 
and I will make him a great nation ; but my covenant will I 
establish with Isaac.'* These promises to Ishmael and Isaac 
are repeated and confirmed, chap. xxi. 12. 13. and chap. xxii. 
17. 18. 

If now you take the several promises to Abraham and Isaac 
to be merely temporal, what is there more in them than what 
was promised to Ishmael ? Isaac was to be fruitful and mul- 
tiply exceedingly ; and so was Ishmael : kings were to come 
out of Isaac, and Ishmael was to beget princes ; and the one 
was to become a great nation as well as the other. In the 
blessing given to Isaac, the promise of the land of Canaan in- 
deed is a specialty, whilst die promise to Ishmael is left in 
general terms, that he should be a great nation, and beget 
princes. But this makes a difference only in the language, 
and not in the substance of the blessings ; for they were still 
both of them temporal, only the one was specified and limited 
to the land of Canaan, and the other left at large. If there 
was no other difference, the son of the bondwoman had the 
advantage of the right heir ; for he and his posterity became a 
great and numerous people, and were lords of a large territory 
in their own right, many ages before the descendants of Isaac 
had any certain possession, and whilst they were sojourners and 
servants in a strange land. 

But there is one thing peculiar to the blessing of Isaac, from 
whence its superior value must needs be derived. God esta- 
blished his covenant with him * for an everlasting covenant, 

* Genesis xvii. 18. &c. 
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that in him all the nations of the earth should be blessed.* 
Can this peculiarity arise only from Isaac's posterity possessing 
the land of Canaan ? Were all nations blessed merely by their 
being masters of that country ? Did the unfortunate inhabitants 
of Canaan, who were expelled and destroyed, did the many 
nations that bordered on the wilderness, and opposed the march 
of the Israelites, or in short did any race of men, whether nigh 
or distant, derive a blessing from this circumstance in a tem- 
poral sense ? There is a sense, and a very emphatical one, in 
which all the nations of the earth were blessed in the seed of 
Isaac ; but in supposing their settlement in the land of Canaan 
was a blessing to all nations, there is evidently none. 

The covenant then established with Abraham and Isaac 
was of a complex kind, and consisted of two principal parts, or 
two distinct covenants ; the one of a temporal nature, a promise 
of the land of Canaan, the other an everlasting covenant, by 
which all the nations of the earth were to be blessed. In the 
first part there is nothing peculiar to Isaac, more than was pro- 
mised to Ishmael, and afterwards to Esau ; it is from the 
second part that the peculiarity arises. 

Go on to the blessings given by Isaac to his two sons, and 
you will see how this covenant descended. Their share of 
temporal blessings was much the same : he gave Esau the ' dew 
of heaven and the fatness of the earth,' as well as Jacob. The 
advantage in Jacob's blessing is, that he should be * lord over 
his brethren,' and that his * mother's sons should bow down to 
him ;' and the only limitation in Esau's is, that he should serve 
his brother. And this subjection was not to continue ; for a 
time would come when he should ' break the yoke from off his 
neck.* But was this a personal subjection of Esau to his 
brother? See what passed at the interview between them, 
whikt their father was yet living ; consider the state of Esau 
and his sons after the death of Isaac ; * and you will find that 
it was quite otherwise. Was it then a subjection of Esau's 
posterity to that of Jacob ? Neither could this be the case. 

The descendants of Esau were a great and powerful nation, 
whilst Jacob's were slaves to the king of Egypt. They were 

* Gcnesiii xxxvi. 
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secured by the express command of God from the insults of th^ 
Israelites in their passage to the promised land,* and were not 
subject to them till the reign of David.f And this state of 
subjection continued not long ; they shook off the yoke in the 
reign of Jehoram,]: and were soon strong enough to insult 
Israel in their turn.{ But this small circumstance does by no 
means come up to the emphatical language of the blessing* 
When Isaac tells Jacob that he should be lord over his bre- 
thren, and that his mother's sons should bow down to him ; 
and when he tells Esau that he should serve his brother ; can it 
be imagined that nothing more was intended than the predic* 
tion of a short subjection of the Edomites to the kings of 
Judah at a great distance of time ? 

The special advantage therefore in the blessing given ta 
Jacob cannot be understood of a temporal advantage. Look 
into the following chapter, and you will see more distinctly 
what was intended by it. When Isaac found that hp had 
given Jacob the special blessing without intending it, he sent 
him away to Laban, and once more confirmed it to him. 
* God Almighty bless thee, and make thee fruitful, and mul- 
tiply thee, that thou mayst be a multitude of people ; and give 
the blessing of Abraham to thee, and to thy seed with thee.' 
Go on to the 13th verse, and you will see this blessing con- 
firmed by God himself. * And the Lord said, I am the God 
of Abraham thy father, and the God of Isaac : the land 
whereon thou liest, to thee will I give it, and to thy seed ; 
and thy seed shall be as the dust of the earth. — And in thy 

SEED SHALL ALL THE NATIONS OF THE EARTH BE BLESSED. ' 

What therefore can the peculiar clause in Jacob's blessing im- 
port but the special covenant made with Abraham ? 

You see then in what manner the special covenant descended 
from Abraham to Isaac, and from Isaac to Jacob. Isaac was 
made heir of the covenant, by the appointment of God, in pre- 
ference to his elder brother Ishmael, and Jacob in preference 
to Esau. What then could the birthright be, but a right to 
the benefit of this covenant ? For this only was the peculiar 

• Deut. ii. t 2 Sam. viii. 14. t 2 Chron. xxi. 

2 Kings viii. 20. 22. § 2 Chron. jcxviii. 17. 
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right and advantage which Isaac had as heir {primogeniti 
loco) more than Ishmael, and Jacob more than Esau.* 

Isaac, without question, made the promises of God to hij 
father Abraham a frequent subject of exhortation and instruct 
tion to his two sons. In what sense he understood and eX'- 
plained them is not necessary to inquire. If he explained them 
in their full extent, how corrupt must Esau's heart be, and ho^ 
great his impiety, in so readily setting them to sale ? If he 
understood them to be no more than a right to the land of Ca- 
naan, which is the least he could understand by them, is it not 
enough to justify the writer to the Hebrews in calling him pro-^ 
fane for despising the gift of God. 

Selling the birthright for a trifle was an aggravation of hitt 
crime. He came home from hunting fatigued and hungry ; but 
pan it be imagined that nothing else was to be had in the family 
to satisfy his hunger but Jacob's pottage ? Is it likely, as Mr. 
Chubb supposes, that he should think himself reduced to thi^ 
alternative, either to purchase a mess of pottage on his brother's 
terms, or starve ? Jacob's demand of the birthright has an 
abrupt appearance in the history, and Esau's ready compliance 
is not less remarkable. It is not likely that this was their first 
conversation on the subject. Esau, we may suppose, had 
given frequent intimations of the little value he set on it ; and 

* To this it may be objected that Esau himself distinguished be<r 
tween the birthright and the blessing, chap, xxvii. verse 36, and 
charges Jacob with depriving him of both. '* Is he not rightly named 
Jacob ? for he hath supplanted me these two times : he took away 
my birthright ; and behold, now he hath taken away my blessing.' 
But might not Esau imagine that he had not full power to make 
over the birthright to his brother, and that the conveyance was 
void till it was confirmed by Isaac ? And will not this supposition 
account for the great anxiety which Rebekah showed to procure 
the blessing for Jacob, though he had purchased the birthright, so 
far as Esau had a power to sell it? But whatever Esau thought of 
the blessinj^, it was evidently the same thing with the birthright : 
for it is plain Isaac intended it for the first-born. And the author 
of the epistle to the Hebrews, notwithstanding Esau*8 distinction^ 
if I mistake not, took it in this light, chap. xii. 16. 17. I pretend 
not to dictate to the judgment of others; but all circumstances con- 
i»idered, to me (I confess) it is a clear point. 
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Jacob had as often discovered an inclination to have it trans* 
ferred to him. Taking this to be the case, there is no reason 
to \7onder at the seeming abruptness and suddenness of the bar^ 
gain. * And Esau said, feed me with that same pottage ;' and 
Jacob said, 'sell me thy birth-right;* that is, *' transfer to me 
that interest for which you have expressed so much indifference^ 
and your request shall be granted." * And Esau said, 1 am at 
the point to die, and what profit shall this birthright do me V 
that is, not as Mr. Chubb affects to understand it, "I am in the 
article of death, and nothing can save my life but this pot- 
tage ;" but, '' human life is short, and I have not long to enjoy 
it ; the seed of our father Abraham must be servants in a strangQ 
land four hundred years, before they can inherit the land of 
promise ; it is impossible for me to receive any benefit as heir of 
the promise ; why then should I keep a birthright that must be 
useless to me ?" Take it in this view, and the whole transac- 
tion appears natural and probable ; Jacob's demand is not so 
unreasonable as Mr. Chubb supposes, and Esau's compliance 
sufficiently criminal. 

What «shall we say then to the harsh and abusive language 
which Mr. Chubb so liberally bestows on Jacob? '' That he shut 
up the bowels of compassion on his brother with a hard-hearted'> 
n.ess not ordinarily to be met with ; — that he cast about him to 
see what advantage to make of his distress ; — that his covetous- 
ness was immeasurable, his avarice boundless, and his impu- 
dence consummate." What is all this but mere declamation ? 
words of great sound and very little sense, as they are here 
applied? Where is the impudence, the avarice, the hardness of 
heart, Mr. Chubb so pathetically complains of? Nowhere but in 
his own imagination. The history, when interpreted with com- 
mon sense and candor, is clear of them all. 

The next thing worthy of notice in the history of Esau and 
Jacob is the blessing given them by their father. — * When 
Isaac was old, and his eyes were dim, so that he could not see, 
he called Esau his eldest son, and said unto him, my son : and 
he said unto him, behold, here am I. And he said, behold now, 
I am old, and I know not the day of my death : now therefore 
take, I pray thee, thy weapons, thy quiver and thy bow, and go 
out to the field, and take me some venison ; and make me sa- 
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Tory meat, such as I love, and bring it to me, that I may eat ; 
that my soul may bless thee before I die.'* Rebekah ov^*^ 
heard Isaac gtyiog these orders to Esau, and discovered it to 
Jacob ; she commanded him to disguise himself like his brother, 
and receive the blessing in his stead. — ' My son, obey my voice, 
according to that which I comn^nd thee : go now to the flock, 
and fetdime two good kids of the goats ; and I will make them 
savory meat for thy father, such as he loveth : and thou shalt 
bring it to thy father, that he may eat, and that he may bless 
thee before his death/ Jacob fpllowed her instructions, the 
plot succeeded, and Isaac gave him the blessing . 

Mr. Chubb, the reader may imagine, could not let slip so 
Incky a topic of declamation and abuse; neither the mother nor 
the son were spared on so inviting an occasion. ** Rebekah is 
the projector of the fraud, and puts her son on playing the 
trickster with his father and brother ; and Jacob, for his part, 
covers himself with dis»mulation as with a cloak, is a thorough* 
paced liar, and sticks at nothing." Be it as Mr« Chubb sup* 
poses ; Rebekah is the projector of a fraud, and Jacob a dis- 
sembler. Jacob was a man, and subject like other men to the 
frailties of human nature. He dissembled in this case, and the 
historian has very honestly reported the whole scene of dissimula- 
tion. But did Mr. Chubb never hear of any person, whose dis- 
position and practice were in general upright, guilty neverthe- 
less of being a dissembler in one instance of his life ? Or, to 
carry the matter a little farther, is no allowance to be made to 
a man that dissembles only to secure a right ? If Jacob's title 
was not yet complete, Esau's was forfeited in equity at least ; 
for he had already consented to part with it. An interest of 
such importance, backed with the express commands of a mo- 
ther, are weighty considerations. She commanded, and he 
obeyed ; but how did he obey ? not without remonstrating with 
great abhorrence, though a valuable claim was at stake, against 
deceiving his father. * Peradventure my father will feel me, 
and I shall seem to him as a deceiver, and I shall bring a curse 
on me, and not a blessing.' Rebekah 's reply is strong and pe- 
remptory; * On me be thy curse, my son; only obey my voice.' 

* Genesis xxvii.. 
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All consequences with regard both to God and man she took 
on herself, and all she required of him was instant obedience. 

What now if we should go one step farther, and suppose that 
Jacob took the commands of his mother to be something more 
than the suggestions of her own mind ? In spite of his remon- 
strances, he found they were peremptory, and persisted in with 
a confidence that would naturally incline him to this opinion t 
and his declaring to Isaac that God had favored him in his 
search after the venison,* looks as if he thotight that God was 
not unconcerned in it. He knew that God had sometimes 
vouchsafed to manifest himself to her. It had been revealed 
to her, before the birth of her sons, that ' the elder should 
serve the younger ;' and she let Jacob, no doubt, into the secret 
of this prophecy. He might not perhaps at that time thoroughly 
understand it ; but it was enough to make him attentive to the 
birthright, and the disposition of the promises made to Abra- 
ham. Hence his inclination to obtain the birthright, and hence 
the solicitude of his mother about procuring him the blessing. 
He succeeded in both, and God confirmed to him the title and 

possession.f 

Nee deus intersiti nisi dignus vindice nodus 
Incident — 

is a good rule in divinity as well as in poetry* I am noi. 

• Ver. 20. 

t Consider Isaac's conduct in this affair, and it may possibly fur- 
nish something farther in Jacob's favor. He sent £sau to hunt 
venison, with an intention at bis return of giving him the blessing]^ 
but Jacob came by stealth and in disguise, and received it in bis 
stead. When Esau returned and demanded the blessing, Isaac was 
all astonishment: Mie trembled exceedingly,' and yet confirmed the 
blessing to Jacob ; * I have blessed him, yea and he shall be blessed.^ 
Soon after this he blessed him a second time, and sent him to Pa- 
dan-aram. Do you think Isaac had no sense of what he did, when 
the case came to be explained to him ? He knew without question 
the nature of a fraud, and what the guilt of a son was, who should 
dare without reason to impose a cheat on his father. But all this 
notwithstanding, he discovers no displeasure at Jacob, he treats him 
with the tenderness of a father, provides for his future well-being, 
^nd confirms to him the blessing of Abraham. All this is unaccount- 
able, unless you will suppose he saw, or fancied he saw, the hand 
of Providence working in favor of Jacob. 
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bound to make Jacob's a perfect character, or to make Pro-* 
▼idence answerable for all his actions. If the reader thinks 
him a dissembler, let him be a dissembler. But if on the other 
hand he finds reason to believe that the hand of God was in this 
transaction, or that Jacob at least was persuaded that it was so» 
I desire him to consider how far in this case Jacob's morality 
may be chargeable. 

If we follow Jacob to his uncle Laban, we shall find fresh 
matter of complaint against him. His contract for wages was^ 
in Mr. Chubb's opinion, another instance of fraud and injustice* 
*' His proposal, to appearance, was fair and equitable ; where*- 
as, in truth, it was an artful contrivance to gather the best of 
Laban*s cattle to himself, under the appearance of justice and 
honesty. — As was his covetousness, so was his craft, inexhaus-^ 
tible. Whilst he was in Canaan, his wits were employed in 
making his market on the fortune of his brother : and when he 
came to Padan-aram, the same kind of craft was exercised 
in draining the blood out of the veins of his uncle Laban." 
, The worst that can be said is, that he over-reached Laban in 
the contract. When it was made, he kept to the letter of it; 
and in the event it turned out greatly to his advantage. But 
one circumstance there is which Mr. Chubb has prudently (or 
shall I say, knavishly) concealed from his reader ; and that is» 
the long and faithful services of Jacobs the vast increase of 
Laban's substance under his care and management, and the cruel 
and injurious treatment he received in return. This makes a 
wide difference in the case. Double-dealing with an honest 
man that has not offended you, is defensible on no principles; 
but redressing an injury by outwitting a knave, who is above 
law, is not inconsistent with reason or justice. 

On Jacob*s first application to Laban, he received him kindly ;*. 
he offered him wages for his service ; but so far was he from 
being greedy of gain, that he refused to accept any. He only 
requested his younger daughter in marriage, and consented on 
that condition to a seven years' service. The term expired, but 
the condition was forgotten ; the eldest daughter^ by a knavish 
stratagem, was imposed on him for the youngest ;t he was com* 

* Ch. xxix. 13. &c. t Ibid. 23. 
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pelled to take to his bed a woman he disliked, and forced to 
undergo another seven years' bondage, for one who was by con-» 
tract and affection already his own. When this term wa9 
ended, being tired and worn out with hard service under an un- 
just and ungenerous master, he demanded his dismission.* He 
wanted not to be enriched at Laban's expense, but required 
only his wives and children, whom he had dearly purchased, 
and with them to return to his own country in peace. Laban 
was alarmed at this unexpected resolution of Jacob. He bad 
found him to be an able and a faithful steward, by whose 
diligence and integrity he had been raised from small circum- 
stances to great affluence and plenty.f He had no mind to 
part with so gainful a servant, and left no methods untried to 
dissuade him from his resolution ; he intreated him, complimented 
him for his past services, offered to keep him on his own terms, 
and prevailed on him in the end to continue in his service. If 
he was used unkindly when he served without wages, it is no 
wonder he fared no better when his employment came to be 
profitable. New contracts were often made and as often broke, 
and his wages were changed ten times. His wives were treated 
liot as daughters, but as aliens, and were deprived even of their 
lawful dower. What was to be done in these circumstances ? 
and how was a man to be dealt with who was both offender and 
judge ? If Jacob had a knave to deal with, he had reason to 
act with caution ; and if he had been deprived of his right 
by violence, I see no reason why he might not recover it by 
craft. 

But interpreters, I think, are not agreed in ascribing thi» 
wholly to Jacob's own policy and invention. The history 
carries in it an air of God's special regard and protection of 
Jacob ; and Laban himself was persuaded that God had blessed 
him for Jacpb's sake.^ In reciting to his wives the advantage 
he had made of the contract for wages ; ' Your father,' says he, 
* hath deceived me, and changed my wages ten times, but God 
suffered him not to hurt me ; — God hath taken away the cattle 
of your father, and given them to me.'§ Some readers perhaps 

* Chap. XXX. 25. t Verse 30. J Verse 27. 

§ Chap. xxxi. 7. 9. 
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will not look on these merely as words of course, as intended 
only to express the increase of Jacob's substance in a natural 
way ; and the method used by him to affect the conception of 
the cattle, may perhaps be thought an argument in their favor.. 
Instances have indeed been brought from natural history to 
show that the color of the young was the effect only of natural 
causes, and I have no inclination at present to dispute it. But 
in the mean time it may be worth considering whether, in case 
the same experiment were again to be tried, it would be attended 
with the same success. 

I have laid the case fairly befcu'e the reader, and be may 
now judge for himself. But whatever judgment he makes of 
this one circumstance, I doubt not but he will agree with me 
on the principal points in question : — that Jacob, all things con- 
sidered, in his whole commerce with Laban, acted a faithful, 
a diligent, and a prudent part ; and Laban an ungrateful, ,un<- 
generous, and cruel one. 

I have no inclination to enter farther into Esau's character, 
and officiously to blacken it with putting false glosses on his 
words and actions, as Mr. Chubb has done to Jacob's. His 
history indeed is but short; but there is enough to justify what 
the Apostle to the Hebi*ews says of him. His despising the 
promises of God is certainly no argument of his piety ; and his 
disposing of himself in marriage against his parents' judgment, 
and to their great grief and concern, is no great sign of his duty 
and obedience ; and the resolution he took of murdering his 
brother betrays a violence of temper that is not yery consistent 
with a truly good character. Whilst Jacob was at a distance, 
his resentment cooled ; and after twenty years' absence, though 
he was full of apprehensiouH from Esau's desperate and revenge^ 
ful temper, he was received with the regard and affection of a 
brother. After this he might be, for what I know, the good- 
natured man Mr. Chubb represents him. Here the history 
breaks off, and I shall not, in imitation of Mr. Chubb, make 
history for the sake of abusing him. 

As to Jacob, he might hare his faults as well a^ his virtues ; 
his being heir of the covenant did not exempt him from the 
common infirmities of human nature. 9\Jtt let the reader care- 
fully compare hi» history with Mr. Chubb's oomment, and I 
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doubt not but he will be conyinced that a want of honesty lies 
not on the patriarchs, but on the commentator. The epithets 
he is pleased to give him belong to none but a villain of the first 
magnitude: such as ** avaricious without bounds, consummately 
impudent, without bowels of compassion, hard-hearted beyond 
example, his craft inexhaustible, sticking at nothing to gain his 
ends, a trickster, a dissembler, a thorough-paced liar, and the 
like." Abuse is not very becoming whether of the dead or the 
living : there is a decency to be observed even in just re^ 
proaches ; but such a profusion of illiberal language without 
reason, against history, and where the interest of religion too is 
concerned, is altogether intolerable. 

When Esau declined accepting his brother's present, Mr. 
Chubb very pertinently puts the case whether a Christian 
bishop should refuse a better see if it were offered to him. 
When the Lord commanded Jacob to return to his own house, 
he says, ** who this lord was the Lord only knows." When 
^acob vowed a tenth part of his substance to God, ** this article, 
he judges, might be descended from priestly parents, as priests 
of all sorts endeavor to persuade the world that what is given to 
them is offered to God." And when the ang^l is said to have 
appeared to Jacob after his interview with his brother, Mr. 
Chubb enters into a grave inquiry whether the Scripture does 
not suppose angels to be male and female* But what imper^ 
tinent and low buffoonery is all this ? as void of all humor» 
whatever he thinks of it, as it is of decency and common sense. 
And I mention it only to show what an inclination he has, 
if he had but talents, to become a railer and a buffoon. 

Let us now look back and consider what is the principal 
scope of Mr. Chubb's dissertation on the history of £sau and 
Jacob. It is to prove that Esau was a better man than Jacob. 
The merits of the proof have already been weighed and found 
wanting. But supposing the point has been proved, what is 
the consequence ? Why the inference is, that Jacob ought not 
to have been preferred to Esau. But how was he preferred ? 
He and his posterity, it seems, were the peculiar people of God ; 
and Esau and his posterity were not so. But in what sense 
and for what purpose were they God's peculiar people ? Was 
it for their own sakes> and on account of their own personal 
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merit ? Nothing can be more senseless and absurd, more foreign 
both to reason and Scripture. A bad man may be preferred as 
fitter, all circumstances considered, to do the work of Provi- 
dence in some cases than a good one ; but is this a preference 
of merit, and an instance of personal favor ? 

But after all what personal advantages had Jacob over 
Esau ? He lived twenty years in a slavish dependence on a 
bad master, ' consumed in the day by drought, and in the night 
by frost ; and his sleep departed from his eyes.'* Esau in the 
mean time lived in ease and affluence, master of a great sub- 
stance and a numerous family. He obtained a settlement in 
Mount Seir whilst Isaac was yet living, and God confirmed his 
title to that country ; he was father of a numerous race of 
princes, his immediate descendants, and laid the foundation of 
a great kingdom. Jacob too had a great substance in cattle, 
the chief riches of that age ; but neither he nor his posterity had 
any fixed habitation for several generations. His life, with 
some good circumstances, had a great mixture of trouble in it. 
The loss of his beloved wife in the prime of her age, the loss of 
his favorite child with some circumstances of aggravation, and 
many other domestic troubles, must have been a great allay to 
his quiet. He had in short no great quiet till towards the close 
of life, when his appetite for enjoyment must in a good measure 
be impaired, and even this in a condition of uncertainty and, 
dependence. 

On the whole, if I have given the true characters of the two 
brothers, there is an end of the dispute, and Mr. Chubb has 
spent fifty pages very unprofitably. If Mr. Chubb has stated 
the case fairly, and Esau had really the greater share of virtue, 
let it be remembered too that he had a greater share of temporal 
blessings ; if he had merit, his merit was rewaided, and Provi- 
dence stands acquitted. 

* Genesis xxxi. lU 
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BALAAM. 

When the Israelites arrived on the borders of Moab, the 
inhabitants were greatly alarmed, and sent messengers to the 
Moabites to consult about their common safety. Balak the 
king of Moab was sensible that he was not strong enough to 
meet them in the field. Superstition therefore was called m to 
supply the place of force, and Balaam was sent for by joint con- 
sent to curse the Israelites. 

This man was a priest and prophet of Mesopotamia, and his 
interest with the gods was thought to be such, that * whomso- 
ever he blessed was blessed, and whomsoever he cursed was 
cursed.'* A curse pronounced with the proper formalities, it 
was imagined, would be fatal to the Israelites ; it was supposed 
to withdraw from them the protection of the gods, and to enable 
the king of Moab with an inferior force * to smite them and 
drive them out of the land.'t 

There is some obscurity in the story of Balaam as related by 
Moses, and the enemies of revelation have taken advantage of 
that obscurity to ridicule the historian. Mr. Chubb foUows the 
herd, and has once more repeated what has often been said by 
others, and as often confuted ; *' that Balaam resolved, and. 
made good his ^.Tesolution, not to deviate from his duty either 
by excess or defect ; that he would do neither more nor less than 
as God should direct ; — that his behavior and conduct were 
amiable, and have not been exceeded by many of those whose 
names have been entered on record, either in sacred or profane 

* Numb. xii. 6^ 

t lb. This horrid superstition ef cursing an enemy, in order to^ 
destroy hiya, was not confined to this age or country. When tlw 
great champion of the Philistines went forth to engage with David, 
he began with cursing him in the name of his gods, probably in a 
solemn form of words usual on such occasions. We find a like 
practice observed by the Romans in the florishing times of the Com- 
monwealth; as well against cities besieged, as against armies in the 
field. The solemnities observed for that purpose at the siege of 
Carthage, together with the form of words used for the evocation of 
the gods, and for devoting the city and inhabitants to destruction, ^ 
is still preserved in Macrobius : Saturn, lib. iii. c. 9. 
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history ; that his character and conduct wera beautiful ; — ^and 
ithat he was a great -and good man." 

Let US then examine the history, and see what matter it 
^affords for this high strain of panegyrics on the character and 
conduct of Balaam. The elders of Moab and Midian were dis4 
|)atched by Balak with a present in their hands. They declared 
to Balaam the occasion of their journey, and the request of the 
king of Moab ; and he retired to his chamber to receive instruc«- 
^ions from God. ^ And God said unto Balaam, thou shalt not 
go with them ; thou shalt not curse the people ; for they are 
blessed. And Balaam rose up in the morning, and said unto 
.the princes of Balak, get you into your land : for the Lord rer 
fuseth to give me leave to go with you. And the princes of 
.Moab rose up and went to Balak^ and said, Balaam refuseth to 
,come with us.'* 

The answer of God, you see, is peremptory, * thou shalt not 
^o;' and the reason immediately follows, which is not less 
^leremptory, * thou shalt not curse the people ; for they are 
blessed.' Balaam delivered only a part of this answer to the 
amb^sadors, and this part only was reported to the king of 
.Moab — < Balaam refuseth to come with us.' What now was 
, Balak to understand by this answer ? Balaam refused to come, 
but gave no reason for his refusal. Balak supplied the reason 
ibr himself, and imagined it was because he had not bid up 
to his price. With a resolution therefore to remove all objec^ 
.tions on the part of Balaam, he sent a second embassy, consist- 
ing of princes, ' more in number, and more honorablef than the 
first,' and with offers more advantageous and tempting^ Ba- 
laam knew that the answer of God on the first embassy was 
absolute, ' thou shalt not curse the people, for they are blessed.' 
Jfle knew too, what he afterwards declared, * that God was not 
a man that he should lie or repent.' Had he sent this answer 
complete, all misconstructions would have been prevented, and 
be would probably have heard no more of the king of Moab. 
Instead of this, he returned an answer of doubtful interpretation, 
^and left Balak to give his own sense to it. What Balaam's 
.reason was for curtailing the answer in so material a part, I shall 
not determine ; but certain it is, it could not be a good reason. 

♦ Numb. xxii. 12, 13. 14. Jf Verse 15. 

SHERL, VOL. V, Q 
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But be this as it wilt, the ambassadors came a second time 
and renewed their solicitations to Balaam : they tempted him 
with all the wealth and honors which Balak had tobestow, and 
bid up to the extent of their commission. * And Balaam an- 
swered andsaidy if Balak wonld give me his house full of silver 
and gold, I cannot go beyond the word of the Lord my God, to 
do more or less.* All this sounds well, had it been as reli- 
giously observed as it was solemnly professed. ^ And God Came 
unto Balaam at night, and said unto him, if the men come to 
call thee, rise up and go with them, but yet the word which I 
shall say unto thee, that shalt thou do. And Balaam rode up 
in the morning, and saddled his ass, and went with the princes 
of Moab. And God's anger was kindled because he went.'* * 

There is something very extraordinary in this passage. Ba- 
laam has permission from God to go with the princes of Moab, 
and yet God's anger was kindled * because' he went.' God is 
not a capricious, but a just and unchangefable Being. To sifpr- 
pose him capable of giving orders, and then of being angry be- 
cause those orders were obeyed, is impious and wicked ; it ts 
what the lowest heathen would not suppose even of the lowest of 
his gods. Moses, it is very Certain, had better notions of the su- 
preme God : he speaks of him at all times as a Being of wisdom ^ 
goodness, justice, and truth. ' To go about to prove this to any 
man that has ever looked into the Pentateuch, Would be alto- 
gether impertinent; It is most evidenft from every part of it, 
and even from this very history, of which the story referred to 
is a part. This being a clear point, is it t><>ssible for this pa^ 
sage, as it stands in the English Bible, and in its obvious and 
literal sense, to coitie from Moses? is it possible for htm, in 
the compass of two or three verses, to charge such a contradic- 
tion on God aii^ he could not have charged on the most capri- 
cious and arbitrary of his creiitures ? Let the reader turn this 
over in his thoughts, and I doubt not but it will be as evidetft 
to him as it is to me, that either the original or the translation 
must be faulty. ' 

The commentators were sensible of the difficulty, and have 
endeavored to account for it. The general solution is, that th^ 
words in verse 20/ which seem to imply ^ permission > are ndt 

• Numb. xxii. 20. 21.22. 
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jserious, but ironical ; and some think they were spoken in anger ; 
sunt verba indignantis, says Lyra. If the reader is satisfied 
with this solution, I shall not.dispute it with him ; only let him 
remember that the irony, if it be an irony, is again repeated yer. 
35. and is still misunderstood by Balaam, for he continued his 
journey notwithstanding. 

But suppose the words importing a permbsion to be serious 
and not ironical, and see whether the words in yer. 22. that 
seem to contradict them, may not be reconciled with this sup- 
position. These last words in our English version stand thus ; 
^ and God's anger was kindled against Balaam because he went.' 
Other versions too give the same sense ; but there is one word 
in the original that is not rendered in any translation, which 
may signify ' of himself/ or ' of his own head :' and the wholiB 
sentence, fully translated, would run thus : ' and God's anger 
was kindled against Balaam because he went of himself.' Look 
back to ver. 20. and you will see the permission is not absolute, 
but has a condition annexed. It is not absolutely, * rise up and 
go ;' but ' rise up and go, if the men come to call thee.' It 
should seem then that Balaam's crime was, not fulfilling the 
condition which God had injoined him ; he was not guilty in 
going, but in going of himself without being called. This, I 
think, is a very learned author's* sense of the passage ; and the 
construction and force he gives to the word that has been over- 
looked by the translators, seems to be well supported. But 
there is yet a material circumstance in which his interpretation 
of the text seems to fail ; and that is, he has found out a condi- 
tion where there is really none. It is not, ' go, if they shall 
come to call thee ;' but * if they are,' or, * since they are come ;' 
quandoquidem venerunt. Thus it is in the original, and the 
several translations agree in giving this sense to it. 

The question then will still return ; if God gave him leave to 
go, why was his anger kindled because he' went ? That God 
was angry merely because he went, as has been already observed, 
is absurd and impossible ; and it was impossible for Moses to 
represent him as displeased without some better reason. The 
angel's rebuke to Balaam shows clearly that this was not in 
fact the ground -of God's displeasure ; and it intimates at the 

* Dr. Shuckford's Connection, toI. iii. p. 133. and 314. 
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.«ame time what the real ground was* 'And the angel of tli# 
Lord said unto him, behold I went out to withstand thee/ 
But why ? Not because thou art going with the princes df 
. Moab ; but because * thy way is perverse before me,' because 
thou goest with a perverse and corrupted heart. Had God'is 
anger and the angel's opposition to him been occasioned by the 
mere act of going with the princes of Moab, his defence would 
have been a very obvious and a very just one, that he had ex<- 
press leave from God for what he was doing. Instead of this, 
he confesses his guilt, and submits himself to the angel's plea- 
sure ; ' I have sinned, I knew not that thou stoodest in the way 
against me.' 

You have then the true reason of God's anger at Balaam ; 
not a random conjecture founded on mere possibilities, but a 
reason suggested by the plain text of the history, and consistent 
with Balaam's conduct throughout the whole transaction. The 
words in ver. 22. are to be understood and rendered, not ' be- 
cause he went,' but * because he went of himself,' with selfish 
and mercenary views : eo quod Missel ex aviditate ; as > the 
Arabic translator renders it. If the present text will not Carry 
this sense completely, some word must have been dropped by 
former copyists which has never since been restored. If you 
take the passage in any other light, you make God not only an 
arbitrary, but a trifling and whimsical being, such as Moses 
never did and never could represent him ; and at the same time 
you leave some part of Balaam's conduct not to be accounted 
for. But consider it in this view, and the equity of God's pro* 
ceeding stands clear of objections ; and Balaam's character is 
consistent. 

On the first application made to him by Balak, he concealed 
a part, and a material part of God's answer from the princes of 
Moab and Midian. When the second invitation came, backed 
with weightier considerations, his great forwardness to obey H 
, was an argument that his eyes were dazzled with the golden 
prospect that was set before him, and that his virtue was not 
proof against a royal bribe. He set forward accordingly, big 
with the expectation of honors and riches, with a good inclina- 
^tion at least, if not a determined resolution of cursing * whom 
the Lord had not cursed.* But the angel of the Lord met him 
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ift the way to check his ambition, and to'restrain, if possible, 
the motions of his rebellious heart. He injoined him strictly, 
after a severe reprimand, not to go one tittle beyond what be 
should receive in command from God. God had already de^ 
clared his resolutions in regard to Israel ; and he knew that 
his counsels were immutable. When therefore he met the king 
on the borders of Moab, he ought like a true prophet to have 
declared the will of God to him. But here the prophet was* 
silent, and the king still left with hopes of obtaining a curse 
against his enemies. Balaam followed him to a mountain, from 
whence he might view the Israelites ; he sought the Lord by 
prayer and sacrifice, and received a confirmation of his favor< 
to his people Israel. Willing however to gratify the king's 
unreasonable humor, he removed to a second eminence, and 
then to a third, where the same solemnities were repeated, and 
the event was still the same. 

What now was this solemn farce but mocking God, and 
importuning him to reverse what he knew to be irreversible ?- 
The same mercenary views that brought him to Balak, induced 
him thus to trifle with God. He was sensible from the begin- 
ning that he was restrained from doing Balak the service that, 
was expected ; but he flattered himself that the zeal he had 
shown might supply its place, and intitle him to the reward* 
His whole conduct seems to be a sort of trimming between 
his duty to God and his zeal for the king of Moab. The> 
menaces of the angel, and the fear of instant punishment, kept 
him as much as possible within the letter of his commission ; 
and the lust of lucre on the other hand made him flatter Balak 
with the hopes of obtaining impossibilities. After God had at 
three several times confirmed his regard to Israel, they parted, 
both equally disappointed ; Balak in procuring a blessing for 
his enemies instead of a curse ; and Balaam in losing the price 
of corruption. 

Take the character of Balaam from a part of his history, (as 
Mr. Chubb has done,) from his own declarations of obeying 
God, and from the blessings given to Israel agreeably to those 
declarations ; and there appears nothing worthy of blame in it. 
But take the whole of it together, as every wTiter ought to do,^^ 
and as every honest writer will naturally do, and you see him 
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in jEi different light. There runs through the whole narration of 
Moses the air of a bad charactet. God^ it is plain, was greatly 
displeased with him, and I have pointed out from the history, 
what was the true ground of his displeasure ; it was a perverse 
inclination he had to curse the Israelites, against the decrees of 
Providence, on the mercenary view of a reward from Balak. 

If the reader is not yet satisfied that this was his crime» all 
doubt will be removed by an explicit testimony of Moses him- 
self.* * The Lord thy God (says he to the Israelites) would not 
hearken unto Balaam, but turned the curse into a blessing.' 
And Joshua, the constant attendant on Moses, and of equal 
credit with him, reports the same thing in the person of God 
himself; ' I would not hearken unto Balaam ; therefore he 
blessed you still, for I delivered you out of his hand/f What 
can this imply less than a forward disposition in Balaam to curse 
the Israelites, in opposition to the immutable purpose of God ? 

When therefore St. PeterJ: says, that ' he loved the wages of 
unrighteousness ;' and St. Jude,§ that ' he ran greedily after 
reward,' they are fully justified by the letter of Moses's his- 
tory. || Indeed had the point been left doubtful, their testi- 
mony in quality of historians would have had great weight in 
clearing it ; and in quality of Apostles, it must needs have been 
decisive. 

When Balaam left Balak, his history breaks off ; but we find 
one action more incidentally recorded of him, IF as little to his 
advantage as any that have been yet mentioned. The solemn 
and repeated declarations of God in favor of Israel made no 
impression on his mind. Though he could not obtain a curse' 
from God, there was still a possibility of carrying his point 
by tempting the Israelites to bring a curse on themselves. He 
tried the experiment, as it were, in defiance of the Almighty ; 
and though it ended in the destruction of Balak and his allies, 
yet a great part of the Israelites were involved in their fate^ 
He knew very well that the prosperity of that people depended 

* Deut. iii. 5. t Ch. xxiv. 10. * 2 Pet. xi. 15. 

§ Ver. 11. 

II Mr. Chubb charges both St. Peter and St. Jude with contra* 
dicliDg the history of Moses. 
If Ch. xxxi. 16, 
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solely on their obedience to the law of God ; the women of the 
country therefore were by. his advice instructed to seduce them. 
They invited them to their sacrificial entertainments, betrayed 
t^ejn into acts of lewdness and idolatrous prostrations before the 
god of their. country; the consequence of which was, they were 
visit^&d by .a plague from heaven, and 24,000 of them received 
the just reward of their lewdness and apostacy. 

Their crime and punishment are related ch. xxv.; and in ch« 
xxzi. the history informs us that Balaam was the author of the 
plot, ' These (the Midianitish women) caused the children of 
Israel, through the counsel of Balaam, to commit trespass 
against the Lord in the matter of Peor ; and there was a plague 
s^moug the congregation of the. Lord/ You find the same fact 
referred to by St. John in the Revelations,* that he * taught 
Balak. to cast a stumbling-block before the children of Israel, 
to eat things sacrificed unto idols, and to commit fornication.' 

.Nothing can indicate a mind more impious and desperate: 
than this , laat action .of Balaam. But Mr. Chubb excuses all 
by d^claringf in direct opposition to the bistory, that he had no 
share in the contrivance. '< The people of Israel (he says) 
went among jthe Moabites and Midianites^ and this introduced 
a familiarity betwixt them ; . and this gave the men of Israel an 
opportunity of debauching their young women, by gratifying 
theii? carnal desires on them : and then those girls in return in* 
tjced them to idolatry J' . As to Balaam, he was quite innocent. 
*' The Israelites invented and fixed this calumny on him ; there^ 
by to excuse and justify their imbruing their hands in his righ- 
teous blood." A. man must be hard driven indeed that has 
cecoucse to such a ^nethod.as this of evading plain facts. Are 
not the. mme and pnnishment of the Israelites consistent with 
the supposition of Balaam's being the contriver of both ? . And 
is there not the same authority for the qne as for the other ? 
How arbitrary then, and how insolent is it to admit one as fact, 
and reject the. other as fiction, when both of them stand on th« 
testimony of the same historian. This is not drawing characi- 
ters from history^ but. making, perverting^ and shaping history 
tQ.cbaracters already drawn. 

* Ch. il. 14* 
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This plot to insnare the Israelites bears so hard on the cha-' 
lacter of Mr. Chubb's hero, that he is resolved at all hazards to 
clear his hands of it. For this purpose he declares ** that 
Balaam, who was well instructed in the principles of religion, 
and according to the prophet Micah was so much concerned 
&r the well-being of Balak as to point out to him the only 
grounds of divine acceptance ; — that he should, at the same 
time, in the same conversation, and in the same breath, basely 
and wickedly instruct Balak how toccMrrupt Israel, is a suppo- 
sition so monstrously unnatural and absurd, as would have 
shocked the faith of Pope Pius himself." 

I know of nothing more base and wicked, more unnatural 
and absurd, than for a writer, under a pretended love of truth, 
to pervert the mind» of his readers with false history and bad 
reasoning. There is, I am afraid, a great deal of both in this- 
paragraph. For where, I would fain know, does Balaam show- 
such a pious concevn for Balak ? Mr. Chubb appeals to the 
prophet Micah,* but let me recommend to him to reconsider 
that passage, and give me good reason for ascribing the senti* 
ments contained in it rather to Balaam than to the proj^f 
himself. If he finds any authorities on his side, they pass for 
nothing i^ for a professed reasoner, I hope, will not give autho-* 
rity for argument. It is however incumbent on hin to clear up 
this point, as he lays great stress on it for supporting the cha- 
racter of Balaam. For my own part, I have little doubt but 
the sentiments were delivered in the person of the prophet, and' 
that Balaam had no share in them. All that we learn from the* 
history is, that whilst Balaam was with Balak on the mountains 
of Moab^he made sacrifices, consulted God, and blessed IsraeL 
What authority then has Mr, Chubb for asserting that his ad^ 
vice. to. pervert the Israelites was given at the same time, in 
the same conversation, and the. same breath ? In what verse 
9nd chapter does he find this parade of circumstances ? The his^ 
tocy is silent, and Mr. Chubb is silent too. He found it conve* 
nient to couple the facts together to prop a lame argument, and 
be hoped his readers would take it on his credit. The truth is, 
when Balaam had pronounced the. last blessing on Israel, Imi 

♦ Ch vi. 
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wa3 dismissed in disgrace. His plot to betray them Was evi-« 
dently an after-thought, invented to recover the favor of Balak» 
and to merit at last the wages of unrighteousness. 

See then the force of Mr. Chubb's argument to destroy the 
credit of the history, and to disculpate his hero. '' Balaam 
was well instructed in the principles of religion, and therefore 
cannot be supposed guilty of so base and wicked an action." 
But is not Balaam's case the case of every wilful sinner ? Do 
not all such offend against the light of their own minds ? Did 
not Aaron make an idol for the children of Israel ? Was not 
David an adulterer, and Solomon an idolater? And yet I 
suppose it will be granted that each of them was at least aa 
well instructed in the principles of religion as Balaam. 

I do not wonder to find Mr. Chubb employing his small stock 
of drollery on the story of the ass : it has been the sport of infi- 
dels and freethinkers ever since such a race of men existed in 
the world. He thinks that the whole story is fabulous and in^ 
credible; '^ that what the ass offered in excuse must needs 
have appeared to her master an . aggravation of her fault ; and 
that though the voice was man's voice,^ the reasoning was that 
qf an ass." To say the truth,- if we take the ass's reasoning 
as he has stated it, I can see nothing in it very illogical. I 
should think the long and faithful service of the creature was 
no improper circumstance to urge 'in excuse to her master for 
once offending him. Had Mr. Chubb reasoned no worse than 
the ass, his panegyric on Balaam would probably have passed 
without censure. 

But was nothing more suggested than merely an excuse for 
tripping, when the ass demanded of her master, ' was I ever 
wont to do so unto thee V Where were Balaam's eyes, where 
was his reason and conscience, when he could discern no mean- 
ing in this unusual scene of things? that a creature, which had 
for many years carried him with steadiness and safety, should 
now fail in so extraordinary a manner ; at one time springing 
on a sudden out of the road, at another starting and crushing 
his foot against a wall, at a third falling under him, and at last 
expostulating with human voice ? These were startling cir* 
cumstances, considering the business he was about \ and had 
not his heart been corrupted, and his eyes blinded with avarice 
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and ambition, must have appeared to be something more than 
accident. I am doubtful whether these considerations will 
have any weight with Mr. Chubb and his friends. I shall there- 
fore suggest one thing more, that may perhaps better deserve to 
be considered. 

What then if we suppose this whole transaction to be only a 
piece of scenery presented, to him on his journey in a dream oi> 
vision?* This was the usual method in which God revealed 
himself to his prophets; and the revelation • is often recorded 
without distinguishing the manner of giving it, unless by some 
accidental circumstances that attended it. Interpreters seem 
to be agreed that God's instructions were in this manner deli-* 
vered to Balaam ; and the language of the history agrees very 
well with this supposition. When the first messengers came, 
they * lodged with him that night;' and * when he rose in the 
morning,' he gave them their answer. When they came a 
second time, it is expressly said that God came to Balaam by 
night ; and the readiness and unconcernediiess with which he 
entered into debate vrith the ass, looks more like a circumstance 
of a vision than a real fact. 

When a point in history will admit of more constructions 
than one, it is a just rule to follow that whi6h best agrees with 
the rest of the history, and is like to give least offence to the 
reader. Consider the story of the ass as a real fact, and yon 
fall into some difficulties, which even serious men will perhaps 
not easily get over. Suppose it to be ho more than a piece 
of scenery for Balaam's information and correction, and all 
difficulties vanish. You satisfy the doubts of sober minds, and 
at the same time stop the mouths of licentious scoffers. 

* St. Peter alludes to this circumstance, (2 £p. ii. 16.) and says, 
'The dumb ass speaking with man*s voice forbad the madness of 
the prophet.' And these words, in the opinion of some learned men, 
necessarily suppose it to be a waking scene, and not the subject of 
a dream. Much might be said in answer to this were it necessary ; 
but I shall only desire the reader to consider whether the words of 
St. Peter do not carry much the same force and propriety on one 
supposition as the other. The opinion here advanced is not a no^ 
velly and without authority ; it is as old at least as Maimonides, 
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POSTSCRIPT. 

Mr. Chubb's foutth dissertation carries the Bishop of Salis- 
bury's name in the title *, and a reader would naturally imagine 
it was a confutation of some lleading doctrine in his lordship's 
sermon.* But the subject of the dissertation, however it hap- 
pened, is quite foreign to the argument of the sermon. 

The sermon opens with a short reflexion on a fact laid down 
in the text ; and against this r^exion Mr. Chubb's argument 
pretends to be directed. The text says, the ' Israelites served 
the Lord all the days of Joshua/ &c. ; and the reflexion on it is, 
^ thus far all is well.' And is not obeying God doing well 1 
This, I. think, is all that the words import; and this is a pro- 
position which I hope will not be disputed. Against whom 
then, or against what, is Mr. Chubb's quarrel ? Why, the fact 
laid down in the text, it seems, is not a real fact ; the book of 
Joshua is a knavish performance ; the Israelites were robbers 
and murderers, and consequently did not obey God. Well 
then, suppose they obeyed not God ; wfll it follow that obey- 
ing God is not doing well ? No, sure ! This proposition stands 
as it did, unaffected by any speculations on the conduct of the 
Israelites. A Christian preacher that speaks to an assembly of 
Christians, supposes the truth and authority of Scripture, and 
appeals to' and reasons from it as a common principle. Dis- 
puting the sense he gives to his principle, or his deductions 
from it, is something ; but writing against the authority of the 
principle itself, is not vnriting against the preacher. Proving 
that the Israelites had no commission from God to expel the 
Canaanites, may affect the credit of the book of Joshua ; but 
it affects not the reasoning of the Bishop of Salisbury's sermon. 

* A sermon preached by the Bishop of Salisbury, at Salisbury, 
October 6, 1746. on occasion of the rebellion in Scotland. [See 
vol. iii. p. 473.] 
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How then came his name to be called into question ? This per- 
ha|]s will be explained in the next edition of the Dissertation* 

There is a quaintness in the notion of writing a book against 
five monosyllables, which no doubt pleased the man*s fancy ; 
and there was, I am afraid, some pride in going out of his way 
(as he has done on other occasions) to show a little imperti- 
nence and ill manners to his superiors. He wanted to throw 
together a few common-place thoughts on the expulsion of the 
Canaanites, and could not forbear gracing his work with the 
name of a Christian prelate. He understood the trade of an 
author, and judged rightly that stamping his performance with 
some great name would giye it a currency and promote its 
quicker circulation. There is indeed no reason why a great 
name should exempt a man from public censure ; but it ought 
to exempt him from wanton trifling and impertinence, where 
there is no room or pretence for censure. But men will b^ 
men, and pride and conceit in little minds will break the 
bounds of decency and good manners ; and the more so, when 
they are protected by their own obscurity. 

The expulsion of the Canaanites (which is the subject of the 
fourth dissertation) is so stale a topic, and has been so lately 
canvassed on all sides, that it is somewhat strange Mr. Chubb 
could find no better entertainment for his readers. If he is 
content to repeat old .objections, I am not fond of repeating old 
answers. I shall say but little on the subject, and refer the 
reader, for his farther satisfaction, to the dei'ences of this part 
of Scripture, against Tindal, Morgan, &c. 

The point seems to lie in a very short compass. Has Go4 
authority over his own creation or not ? and has he a right to 
punish daring wickedness in this world ? If he has, may there 
not be reasons of wisdom in some cases to exercise that right? 
to. visit a dissolute, profligate people with the rod of his ven-* 
geance ; to leave them a monument of his hatred to sin, and an 
exam^ple of terror to the rest of mankind ? If the Canaanites 
were guilty in the degree they are represented in Scripture,* 
guilty of dishonouring God by the most abominable idolatries, 
and of disgracing human nature by the foulest immoralities ; 

* Le\it. oh. xviii. and ch. xx. and elsewhere. : 
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where lies the injustice in callijig them to judgment? And if 
the constitution of the Hebrew government was peculiarly 
framed against the reigning idolatry and vices of the age^ and 
that people were to be a standing instance of God's favor to 
true religion ; is there any color of weakness, or is there not 
rather a great appearance of wisdom in executing the sentence^ 
by their hands ? 

It is to little purpose to talk of '* weeping, bleeding, faint- 
ing, dying mothers, with infants torn from their breasts and 
trampled under foot; multitudes weltering in their blood, 
dying groans,^' Sec. &c. This is the language of craft, speaking- 
to the passions, not to the reason of men. If the measure of 
tiieir iniquities was full, if they deserved punishment, and God 
had a right to punish, there remained yet another tribunal to* 
correct all inequalities. If infants or a few innocent persons: 
suffered, as will always be the case in general calamities, they 
were still in the hands of a merciful God, who disposed of them 
no doubt in a manner the most suitable to his wisdom and 
justice. 

What effect the fate of the Canaanites had on the neigh*; 
bouring nations is impossible to say, as there is little or nothing 
in the history to inform us. That it made some impressions on 
their minds is probable ; and that this and other wonders they 
had seen made a strong impression on the Israelites is more: 
than probable ; for they * served the Lord all the days of Jo-' 
shua, and all the days of the elders that outlived Joshua, wba 
had seen all the great works of the Lord, that he did for 
Israel.** In succeeding generations the impression grew weak-^ 
er ; and what their fathers only told them, was not received 
with so lively a sense as what was visible to the eye . They 
were prone to idolatry ; that is, they were apt like other men 
to catch the manners and fall in with the fashions and prac- 
tices of their neighbors. But the case was then on record, and 
is so still ; and serves as well for our admonition as it did for 
theirs. An attentive and serious reader will look over the 
history with a just abhorrence of vice and idolatry, and b^ 
more firmly fixed in his attachment to true religion, 

* Judges ii. 7* 
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In commenting on the text just now cited, Mr. Chubb gives 
it as his opinion that the Israelites, who are said to * serve 
the Lord ail the days of Joshua/ &c. served him only in de- 
stroying the Canaanites ; for that they were idolaters in their 
worship, and served other gods. Let us see then how the case 
stands. 

When Joshua was grown old and near his death, he called 
the tribes of Israel together, and gave them his last advice and 
instructions ;* he exhorted them to observe the whole law of 
God, and pressed them with great zeal and force to * serve 
the Lord, and to put away the strange gods, that were among 
them.' This same exhortation to put away the strange gods 
is once or twice repeated in the twenty -fourth chapter. And 
from hence Mr. Chubb thinks it very plain that they were even 
at that time guilty of idolatry, and serving strange gods. Sup- 
pose then that some few families had their favorite idok, and 
worshipped them in private, this surely will not amount to a 
national crime; the tribes in general might still be said tq 
* serve the Lord.' The people of this island are protestants, 
and serve God after the manner of protestants ; and yet I am 
afraid we have too many amongst us of another persuasion. 

But the truth is, Joshua's exhortation is given by way of 
caution and instruction, and not refHTOof. There was great rea- 
son to guard them, as Moses frequently did, against a crime to 
which he was sure they woidd be so strongly tempted by their 
neighbors. He knew there was a remnant of Canaanites still 
among them, and consequently strange gods among them; and 
to put away these gods, and to expel or destroy the inhabitants, 
was the tenure by which they were to hold their country. This 
was the subject of the angel's commission. Judges ii. not to re- 
form any idolatrous practices of which they were then guilty ; 
but to remind them that there was yet a remnant of inhabitants 
to be removed^ * and altars to be thrown down.' 

Look over their history from their exit out of Egypt to their 
taking possession of the land of Canaan, and I brieve you will 
find no instance .of idolatry, except the case, of the golden calf 
in the wildesness^ and Feor the god: of Midian ; and yet the 

* Joshua xxiii. and xxiv. 
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historian is Very careful in recording th^ir transgressions, and 
more especially those of the grosser kind. When they were 
settled in the land of Canaan, and the tribes of Reuben and 
Gad, and the half tribe of M&nasseh, returned to their posses- 
sion on the other side Jordan, they set up an altar as a testi- 
nlioiiy of their relation to the other tribes. But what was the 
consequence ? The whole body of Israel was alarmed at the 
novelty, and prepared to give them a severe chastisement, on 
suspicion only that it might be intended for idolatrous purposes. 
The suspected tribes however cleared themselves, and all was 
easy. But observe in what manner the messengers addressed 
them on their supposed guilt. ' What trespass is this that ye 
have committed against the God of Israel? Is the iniquity 
of l^eor too little for us, but that ye must turn away this day 
from following the Lord ?'* — Is this the language of idolaters, 
0r the spirit of men who had strange gods among them ? 
' The strange gods therefore which Joshua commanded to be 
put away were the gods of the Canaanites that still kept pos- 
session of their country. Let Joshua be his own interpreter, and 
the thing will be yet more evident. ^ Keep and do,' says he, 
(chap, xxiii. verse G.) ^ all that is vn'itten in the book of th^ 
law of Moses. — Come not among these nations, these that re- 
main among you, neither make mention of the name of their 
gods,' &c., ' but cleave unto the Lord your God, as ye have 
done unto this day/ Though he cautions them in this chapter, 
as he does in the next, not to serve strange gods ; yet he clears 
them expressly from having as yet forsaken the Lord. The his- 
tbrian acquits them, and the reader will injustice acquit them too. 
As the Bishop of Salisbury's name stands in the front of 
the Dissertation; that he might not be intirely forgotten, 
Mr. Chubb closes the whole with one remark on his ser- 
mon. The whole passage is extraordinary on several ac- 
counts. I shall give the reader a part of it, and in his owil 
words. ** If the Deity so moves and directs the understand- 
ings, the appetites, the passions and affections of men, as 
thereby to bring about those events that are called the works 
of his providlBnce ; if he raises up a spirit of pride, ambition, 

** Joshua xxii. 16. &c. 
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and lust of power in Kouli-Khan, whereby to introduce' 
wasting and desolation in the east; and rouses up the like tur- 
bulent passions in the French king, whereby to introduce the 
like calamities in the west, by way of correction and punish- 
ment for sin ; and if (according to the Bishop of Salisbury^ 
sermon lately published) by these secret springs of motion and. 
action, or by this hand of Providence, things are so directed^,, 
that prosperity and adversity in this world are made to tally: 
with and bear some proportion to men's virtues and vices,, 
(supposing in such a state virtue and vice do subsist); — I say if' 
this be the case, then, as this world cannot with any propriety < 
be called a state of probation or trials so a future retribution: 
must of necessity be superseded.'^ 

If I understand this passage rightly, God is represented as> 
the author of all events, as giving men new passions and appe*^ 
tites, directing and controlling their wills ; and in short, as> 
being the sole agent in the creation ; and men as mere 
machines, the involuntary instruments of producing the effects 
which he has appointed. Hence it i» that he queries, and 
queries justly, whether in such a state virtue and vice can 
subsist. And this dark plan of fatalism is imposed on the 
reader for the Bishop of Salisbury's plan of providence. It is. 
a very weighty charge, and ought not to be admitted rashly. 
Where then is the line and page in which his lordship, or any 
other writer of sense has given this as a view of Providence ?. 
The reader will easily believe it is a charge which he is not: 
S^ble to support; but where is his honesty if he does not 7 

There are, without question, various methods in which God; 
inay overrule the passions, and defeat the counsels of men, 
without affecting the morality of human actions. It is not 
to be imagined that he gives them passions and dispositions 
which they had not, but directs such as they have to serve the 
ends of his providence. He may raise the elements to frvistrate> 
a wicked design, and quiet them to favor a good one. He 
may by secret and invisible means give success to an invasion^ 
to chastise a guilty nation ; and by like methods defeat it ia 
the endf without hurting the free will either of the invaders or 
the invaded. He may present motives (not of compulsion, but 
persuasion,) to encourage virtuous resolutions, and prevent the 
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'execution of vicious ones ; and leave the will uncontrolled iii 
its choice, and the principle of virtue and vice unaffected. If 
I direct the hand of a benevolent man to fit objects of his 
-charity, his virtue is surely not extin^ished by being assisted. 
If a father gives his son lessons of virtue, and lays before hiin 
motives proper to influence his choice, the one has merit in 
listening to instruction, as well as the other in giving it. Why 
then should the nature of virtue and vice be any more affected 
by the invisible motions of Providence, than by the more open 
•and visible operations of man. 

But I have yet another exception to this passage. " If, 

says he, ** things are so directed, that prosperity and adversity 

in this world bear some proportion to men's virtues and vices, a 

'future retribution is of necessity superseded." No, surely ; not 

^unless they bear an exact and equitable proportion. Philoso*- 

phers have told us, and common sense and experience tell us, 

that happiness and misery in this life will in the nature of 

things tally with in some degree, and bear some proportion to 

men's virtues and vices ; but will this too destroy the notion of 

-a state of probation, and render a future state quite unneces* 

sary? His conclusion, I fear, will reach much farther than he 

intended to carry it. 

But see how the conclusion will stand with the notion of a 
Providence. If God visits a nation with war or pestilence for 
its vices and corruptions, is this such a punishment of sin as 
leaves no room for future retribution ? Are not the innocent 
and the guilty, and the guilty in different degrees, equally in- 
volved in all calamities that are general and national ? And 
does this supersede, or does it not rather infer the necessity of 
.a future and more equitable judgment? All states and condt> 
tions of life have their several duties relative to them, and in 
the discharge of these duties the trial of men's virtues consists. 
Prosperity is a trial to one man, and adversity to another ; 
and they are both in their turns sometimes a trial to the same 
man; and they are equally a foundation of trial, whether 
they are occasioned by the hand of God or the hand of man. 
Providence therefore neither destroys the notion of a probation 
in this life, nor supersedes the necessity of another. 

But what after all is Mr. Chubb's notion of Providence ? 
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or has he any notion of it distinct from the general laws, of oar 
ture ? If he has, and a more rational one than dirines or philor 
sophers have as yet been able to frame, why does he not e3^ 
plain it for the beaefit of mankind ? If he h^ no%, let Jiim speak 
out ; and we shall know in what company to rank hjum. 

The idea of a Providence is not that of an indolent^ unactivp 
nature, that (like. the gods of Epicurus) sits at ease, an jdle 
spectator of his own creation ; but au active and a vigilant one» 
that overlooks aqd directs, governs and controls. This is. not a 
Jewish or a Christian doctrine, but the general belief of aJUl 
ages and nations ; not a prejudice ot the superstitious vulgar, 
but the sober judgment of the reasoning philosopher. Ther« 
are, it is true, in antiquity some exceptions to this universality ; 
but you find them only amongst a set of mf^n that denied fir^ 
principles; I mean the atheistic sects. A.spirit of scepticism.» 
under whatever plausible name it appears, is of all things the 
most dangerous to truth. How far Mr. Chubb has already 
been carried by it, or where it will end, I take not on me tp 
determine. He has neither given an honest representation of 
the common notion of a Providence, nor tl^ought proper to exr 
plain his own ; apd there I ^hall, leave him till he does. . 

God gave him parts and knowlege beyond what might have 
been expected from his life apd education, if they, are truly re- 
ported ; and I am sorry to think he has made no better use of 
them. If the itch of writing be so prevalent ip him, and hi^ 
love of truth and of mankind .be real and jiot pretended, why 
does he not employ his thoughts and pen in explaining and de^ 
fending our common religion, the religion of nature, of which 
I doubt not but he is capable ; and not waste his time and ta»- 
lents in abusing Scripture, which it is very evident he does hot, 
and many parts of which he cannot understand ? 
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